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REPORT  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 
ON  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES  IN  APPALACHIA 

I.  SUMMARY  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 
INTRODUCTION 


1.  Conduct  of  the  Study 

This  report  is  suhmittcd  in  response  to  Section  20h  ot  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Development  Act  ol  I whicli  states  in  part; 

“Sec  206.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  hereby  authori/.eil  anti  tlirecteti 
to  prepare  a comprehensive  plan  lor  the  tievelopment  and  efficient 
ntih/,ation  of  the  water  and  related  resources  of  the  Appalachian  region, 
giving  special  attention  to  the  need  for  an  increase  in  the  production  ol 
economic  gootls  and  services  within  the  region  as  a means  of  expanding 
economic  opi>orUmities  and  tlius  enhancing  tlie  welfare  of  its  peo|ile,  wliicli 
plan  shall  constitute  an  integral  and  harmonious  component  of  the  regional 
economic  development  program  authorized  by  this  Act.’’ 

The  report  is  based  upon  studies  performed  by  tlie  Office  ol  Appalachian  Studies.  U.  S. 
Army  Corps  of  tngineers,  under  the  supervision  of  Colonel  John  C.  II.  Lee,  Jr.  Hie  studies 
by  the  Office  of  Apinilachian  Studies  constitute  a landmark  effort  in  comprehensive 
water  resources  planning  since  they  have  provided  the  basis  for  the  first  Department  ol 
Army  report  in  which  (a)  projects  have  been  evaluated  within  the  framework  of 
multi-objective  planning  and  (b)  the  planning  and  budgeting  processes  have  been  integrated 
by  using  the  Department  of  Army’s  program  budgeting  system  to  formulate  an  early  action 
program. 

2.  AppaliK^ian  Water  Resources  Planning 

riie  water  resources  plan  for  Appalachia  was  developed  through  the  cooperative  efforts 
of  the  I'ederal  agencies  and  the  States  with  the  help  of  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission.  Inierging  slate  investment  pilans  and  the  on-going  programs  of  the  principal 
federal  agencies  were  evaluated  for  their  potential  for  stimulating  regional  growth  anil  to 
provide  a basis  for  a new  statement  of  water  needs  in  terms  of  regional  development 
objectives. 

(her  100  major  water  projects  and  over  500  upstream  watershed  projects  were 
considered  by  the  cooperating  federal  and  state  agencies  tor  their  potential  contribution  to 
the  Appalachian  water  resources  plan.  These  proposals  were  screened  to  discern  those  which 
would  come  closest  to  the  objectives  of  the  survey,  and  among  those  screened  were 
programs  and  projects  that  can  form  the  elements  for  a future  and  continuing  vxaler 
resource  program  m Appalachia.  I his  process  led  to  recommendations  for  an  early  action 
plan,  future  studies,  federal  agency  jirograms  and  programs  of  the  Appalachian  states. 


^ Citations  to  chapters  and  jiages  herein  refer  to  I’art  1 of  tliese  published  studies. 


3.  An  Overview  of  the  General  Plan 


The  general  water  and  related  land  resource  plan  developed  by  the  Office  ol 
Appalachian  Studies,  upon  which  my  recommendations  have  been  based,  must  ultimately 
rellect  a significant  commitment  by  both  the  public  and  private  sector  for  its 
implementation.  In  order  that  the  magnitude  and  complexity  of  the  general  plan  may  be 
assessed,  the  cost  of  its  major  components  is  summarized  below: 

State  Projects 

Pennsylvania  i 


lotal  Program  Cost; 

S 2U  million 

Recreation 

1 20  million  | 

Federal  Projects 

Department  of  Agriculture 

I'otal  Program  Cost:-L^ 

S 1 .802  million 

1 / 

Upstream  Watershed  Projectsii 

i 50b  million  | 

High  Priority  Projects 

(1.38  million) 

Flood  control 

89  million 

M&l  Water  Supply 

10  million 

Recreation 

.39  million 

Additional  Projects  (91  )2J 

(2.32  million) 

Flood  control 

142  million 

M&l  Water  Supply 

14  million 

Recreation 

.32  million 

Basic  Facilities 

.38  million 

Other  Functions 

(i  million 

Other  Projects  (72)^ 

( 1 .3(1  million) 

Land  Treatment  Measures 

(5  1.3  million  1 

Cropland 

4.3  million 

(irassland 

2()  million 

Forests  and  Woodland 

1 79  million 

Roadbank  Stabilization 

.39  million 

Reclamation  of  Surface-Mined  Areas 

25  million 

Recreation  & Wildlife 

155  million 

Conservation  Planning  & Soil  Surveys 

4(i  million 

Exclusive  of  .37  potential  upstream  watershed  projects;  includes  non-Federal  costs. 
.See  Paragraph  .3  of  Specific  Recommendations,  page  d. 

.See  Paragraph  4 of  Specific  Recommendations.  j>age 


Federal  Projects  (continued) 


Department  of  Agriculture  (continued) 


National  Forestsjy 

|783  million  | 

Fire  Protection  & Fish  & Wildlife 

4 million 

Recreation  Developments 

360  million 

Transportation  Facilities 

172  million 

Land  Adjustment 

247  million 

Department  of  ArmyJL/ 

Total  Program  Cost: 

S 812  million 

Navigation  Improvement  (Previously  Authorized)^ 

1210  million] 

Projects  for  Immediate  Authorization ,2/ 

[280  million  | 

Flood  control 

93  million 

M&l  Water  Supply 

32  million 

Water  Quality 

29  million 

Recreation 

1 24  million 

Land  treatment 

2 million 

Projects  to  be  Considered  for 

Future  Authorization^ 

[322  million] 

F'lood  control 

70  million 

M&l  Water  Supply 

6 million 

Water  Quality 

61  million 

Recreation 

1 1 3 million 

Power 

69  million 

Irrigation 

1 million 

Nature  Preserve 

2 million 

11  See  footnote  3 of  piecwaing  page. 

-iJ  Program  presented  here  is  exclusive  of  a number  of  authori/.ed  projects  that  are  part  of 
the  general  plan  (see  Chapter  6);  includes  non-Federal  costs. 

jd  Listed  m paragraph  5 of  Specific  Recommendations,  page  9. 

^ Listed  m paragraph  ft  of  Specific  Recommendations,  page  10. 

^ Pending  completion  of  additional  environmental  and  economic  studies,  these  projects, 
listed  in  paragraph  7 of  Specific  Recommendations,  page  15,  are  not  presently 
incorporated  in  the  general  plan. 
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Federal  Projects  (lontinueJ ) 
Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

Total  Program  Cost: 

T'lood  control 
M&l  Water  Supply 
Water  Quality 
Recreation 
Navigation 


I 

I 


S 107  million 

48  million 
7 million 
21  million 
24  million 
7 million 


It  should  be  noted  that  various  elements  of  the  plan  will  require  the  concentrated  and 
coordinated  efforts  of  all  levels  of  government  and  that  all  the  necessary  authorities  and 
legislation  for  implementing  this  plan  are  not  presently  available  to  either  the  l ederal 
Agencies  or  the  States.  Consequently,  the  complete  implementation  of  the  plan  outlined 
herein  will  require  additions,  changes  or  modifications  to  establisheil  water  resource 
authorities. 


POLICY  ISSUES 

No  study,  however  e.xhaustive,  completely  resolves  all  of  the  issues  raised  during  its 
preparation.  In  order  that  these  issues  may  be  discussed  and  debated  with  the  objective  of 
providing  an  insiglit  for  this  and  future  studies,  several  of  the  major  problems,  as  well  as  the 
resulting  policy  decisions  which  emerged  during  the  preparation  of  this  report,  are 
delineated  below. 

I . Enhancement  and  Restoration  of  the  Environment 

In  preparing  the  A|ipalachian  Water  Resource  Plan,  considerable  attention  has  been 
given  to  assessing  the  effects  a proposed  project  would  have  on  the  environment.  Many  of 
the  projects  and  programs  in  the  plan  will  enhance  the  environment  by  improving  the 
ipiality  of  the  water  through  low  flow  augmentation,  by  reducing  erosion  and  sedimentation 
through  conservation  and  land  treatment  measures,  and  by  controlling  acid  mine  wastes;  by 
providing  ojien  space  facilities  to  meet  the  needs  ol  the  people  tor  water  based  recreation; 
by  safeguarding  and  enhancing  fish  and  wildlife  resources  by  providing  refuges,  trout  rearing 
facilities  and  cold  water  fishing  sites;  and  finally  by  preserving  uniciue  ecological  areas 
through  (Hiblic  aapiisition. 

In  those  instances  where  adverse  ecological  effects  will  occur  ilue  to  the  construction  of 
a proposed  project,  every  reasonable  compensatory  action  has  been  proposed  to  mitigate 
these  ellects.  It  has  not  been  possible,  however,  to  eliminate  all  the  adverse  elTects  resulting 
Irom  some  ol  the  projects  considered  and  proposeil  m the  plan.  The  prviblem  then  becomes 
one  ol  balancing  the  need  for  development  against  the  need  for  preservation  ol  our  natural 
resources.  In  striking  this  balance,  ecological  as  well  as  engineering  aiul  economic 
considerations  were  carefully  weighed,  l or  those  pnvjects  on  which  .idditional  information  is 
needed  i>rior  to  making  a detailed  assessment  of  their  ellects  on  the  envimnment,  the 
specific  environmental  and  ecological  studies  to  be  undertaken  prior  to  considering  project 
authorization  have  been  ulentified. 
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A decision  to  forego  development  by  tlie  l ederal  Government  does  not  necessarily 
guarantee  that  a rare  ecological  site  or  an  irreplaceable  scenic  area  will  be  preserved  by  the 
private  sector.  Only  if  a deliberate  and  concentrated  effort  is  made  to  preserve  a resource  in 
its  present  state  by.  for  example,  purchasing  lands  or  scenic  easements  or  dedicating  a site 
to  a conservatory  body,  will  the  decision  in  fact  be  limited  to  a choice  between  building  a 
project  and  preserving  the  area. 

2.  Establishing  Priorities  for  the  Recommended  Projects 

The  costs  of  the  water  and  related  projects  and  programs  included  as  part  of  the  general 
plan  are  in  excess  of  S2.3  billion.  Recognizing  that  these  projects  must  compete  not  only 
with  water  resource  investments  which  miglit  be  undertaken  outside  the  Appalachian 
Region,  but  that  they  must  also  compete  with  other  public  programs  in  Appalachia,  it  is 
unlikely  that  funds  of  this  magnitude  will  be  available  in  the  near  future.  For  these  reasons 
it  is  imperative  that  a priority  system  be  established  for  the  implementation  of  the  general 
plan,  the  specific  projects  recommended  herein  for  early  action,  and  previously  authori/.ed 
projects.  In  dc', eloping  project  priorities,  it  is  suggested  that  each  project  he  assessed  m 
terms  of  its  contribution  to  the  overall  development  of  Apiialachia  with  particular  emphasis 
placed  upon  (1)  the  priorities  set  forth  in  Table  1 I -I  of  the  Summary  Report  of  the  Office 
of  Appalachian  Studies,  (2)  the  priorities  set  forth  in  the  State  Water  Supplements,  (3)  the 
priorities  set  forth  in  the  “Early  Action  Program  for  Appalachian  Water  Resources 
Development”  which  is  appended  to  the  letter  from  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  (4) 
the  following  indices  of  performance  developed  in  the  studies  of  the  Office  of  Appalachian 
Studies: 


National 

Income 

Regional  Expansion 

Index 

Project 

Index 

Project 

1.9 

Otocsin 

10.2 

Yellow  Cr.  Port 

1.7 

Clinchfield 

9.4 

Midland  LPP 

1.5 

Hipes 

6.7 

Clinchfield 

1.3 

U.  Fr.  Broad  System 

5.0 

Whiteoak 

1.2 

Curry  Creek 

4.8 

Royalton-Salyersv  ille 

1.2 

Stannard 

3.3 

Roaring  River 

1.2 

Naturealm 

3.1 

Curry  Creek 

1.2 

Tamaipia  l.PI’ 

2.6 

U.  Lr.  Broad  System 

l.l 

Dalton 

2.5 

Dalton 

l.l 

St.  Petersburg 

2.3 

Coosa  Navigation 

l.l 

Coosa  Navigation 

2 2 

St.  Petersburg 

1.03 

Logan 

T T 

Naturealm 

1.03 

Roaring  River 

1.8 

Otocsin 

0.9f, 

Royal  Cilen 

1.8 

Tamaiiua  LPI’ 

0.95 

Whiteoak 

1.6 

Royal  (ilen 

O.H 

Yellow  Cr.  Port 

1.4 

Stannard 

O.b 

Lower  Knox 

1.2 

Logan 

0.44 

Royal  ton-Saly  ersville 

0.8 

Mipes 

0.4 

Midland  LPP 

0.3 

Lower  Knox 

3.  Assessing  the  Role  of  Water  Resource  Projects  in  Regional  Development 

I he  recommendations  for  some  of  the  projects  contained  in  this  report  are  based  on 
complementary  programs  and  actions  by  other  federal  agencies,  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Tommission.  or  its  successor,  the  individual  states,  local  governmental  entities,  aiul  in 


partiailar.  privati.-  inlorcsts,  Coortlination  anil  timing  arc  essential  to  fully  capture  the 
regional  ilevelopment  benefits  associateil  with  these  projects.  Investment  of  substantial 
capital  by  the  private  sector  is  a critical  reiiuirement  anil  this  must  be  preceileil  b\  action 
anil  effective  programs  at  the  state  anil  local  level  to  attract  private  inilustry  to  the  area, 
Acconlingly.  a criterion  to  be  met  by  local  interests  is  that  they  proviile  the  Secretary  of 
the  .Army,  prior  to  construction,  with  reasonable  assurances  that  the  level  of  miluceil 
economic  .ictivity  projecteil  in  the  project  re|H)rt  is  likely  to  occur. 

In  order  to  provide  a basis  for  assessing  the  effectiveness  of  local  interests  in  orgam/mg 
and  developing  such  programs,  as  well  as  to  provide  a basis  for  improving  the  iirocedures 
used  to  estimate  the  developmental  effects  of  proposed  water  resource  projects  in 
•Appalachia  .mil  elsewhere,  one  of  the  projects  included  in  the  plan  should  be  designed  and 
constructed  as  soon  as  possible, 

4.  Non-Fedeial  Reimbursement 

I have  carefully  considered  recommendations  that  costs  he  allocated  to  economic 
development  as  a project  purpose.  Iliis  is  the  approach  initially  taken  by  the  Office  ot 
Appalachian  Studies  and  there  are  a number  ol  reasons  supporting  the  logic  of  such  a 
procedure.  It  is  clear  that  one  of  the  purposes  ol  the  .Appalachian  Regional  Development 
.Act  was  the  stimulation  of  regional  economic  development.  It  is  also  true  that  where  an 
objective  such  as  regional  economic  development  is  considered  as  a “project  purpose"  the 
application  of  conventional  cost  allocation  procedures  would  result  in  the  allocation  of  costs 
to  this  purpose, 

I have  concluded,  however,  that  costs  should  not  be  allocated  to  economic 
development.  The  whole  system  of  allocating  costs  of  various  |iroject  jHirposes  is  excessively 
complex,  and  future  changes  in  cost  allocation  policies  should  be  in  the  direction  of 
simplification.  The  unprecedented  allocation  of  cost  to  regional  development  would 
increase,  rather  than  reduce,  the  com|ilexity  of  allocation  procedures.  Moreover.  I am 
troubled  by  the  concept  of  allocating  costs  to  a jiroject  purpose  where  the  benefits 
associated  with  the  cost  allocation  procedure  are  much  more  difficult  to  measure  than  the 
benefits  associated  with  more  traditional  project  purposes.  Traditional  cost  allocation 
procedures  permit  the  manipulation  of  benefit  estimates  for  the  purpose  of  affecting 
cost-sharing.  1 he  use  ol  economic  development  benefits  in  the  cost  allocation  process 
increases  the  opportunity  lor  such  manipulation. 

Turtherniore.  even  if  costs  were  allocateil  to  economic  development  as  a project 
purpose,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  jiroject  inirjiose  should  receive  100';  Tederal  funding. 
T.conomic  develo|iment  benefits  are  largely  regional  in  nature.  This  suggests  that  some  or  all 
of  the  costs  allocated  for  such  a purpose  should  be  treated  as  a res|H)nsibility  of  local 
interests. 

Rerhajis  the  most  ini|iortant  reason  lor  not  allocating  costs  to  economic  develoinnent  is 
that  such  a procedure  lends  to  bury,  in  the  mechanics  ol  cost  allocation  procedures, 
ijiiestioiis  ol  high  I'olicy.  which  should  be  s|H)tlighted.  addressed  and  decided  by 
rejireseiitatives  of  the  Rresident  and  the  Congress.  A decision  to  favor  one  region  ol  the 
country  over  another  in  the  formulation  ol  water  resources  projects  deserves  the  most 
careful  attention  at  the  highest  levels  of  (iovernment.  There  may  be  a number  of  alternative 
ways  ol  addressing  the  desirability  ol  such  regional  develoinnent.  and  the  basic  decisions 
ought  not  to  be  made  in  a rigid  context  of  cost  allocation  |irocedures. 


Accordingly,  iny  recommendation  for  cost-sliaring  is  not  based  upon  allocating  costs  to 
expansionary  benefits  but  rather  on  a liberalized  cost  reimbursement  provision  allowing  the 
l-ederal  (iovernment  to  advance  the  local  share  of  the  costs  lor  all  non-vendible  outputs, 
consisting  of  recreation,  fish  and  wildlife,  and  local  Hood  protection,  with  no  rei'ayment 
and  no  interest  accrual  up  to  ten  years,  and  with  repayment  therealter,  with  interest,  over  a 
period  of  fifty  years.  Similar  opportunity  for  deferral  ol  payment  and  a ten-year  interest 
free  period  is  already  available  for  future  water  supply  under  the  provisions  (.d  the  Id58 
Water  Supply  Act.  .My  proposal  does  not  affect  the  overall  reeomniendations  concerning  the 
merits  of  projects.  Should  either  increased  or  reduced  cost-sharing  be  desired  by  the 
Congress,  I recommend  that  special  legislation  along  the  lines  ol  that  provided  in  the 

.\ppalaciuan  Regional  Development  Act  for  other  programs  be  developed,  or  that  the 
authorizing  legislation  for  this  report  rellect  the  mollified  cost-sharing. 

5.  Statutory  Authority  and  the  Exploration  of  Alternatives 

The  Appalachian  survey  is  the  first  comprehensive  water  resource  plan  submitted  by  the 
Department  of  the  .Army  to  the  I’resiiknt  and  Congress  in  which  multiple  objectives  are 

identified  explicitly  and  for  which  the  projects  in  the  plan  are  assessed  m terms  ol  their 

contribution  to  each  of  these  objectives.  While  the  plan  set  forth  in  the  published  studies  of 
the  Office  .Appalachian  Studies  accords  the  greatest  emphasis  to  the  regional  development 
objective,  the  contribution  that  the  proposed  projects  make  to  other  objectives,  such  as 
increasing  the  national  income  and  enhancing  the  quality  of  the  environment,  is  also 

assessed  although  not  always  in  equal  detail. 

.Multiple  objective  planning  consists  not  only  of  an  identilication  ol  alternative 
objectives  but  also  of  a delineation  of  the  alternative  means  lor  accomplishing  eaeh  ol  these 
objectives.  The  Appalachian  .Act  provides  the  strategy  for  development  ol  the  region 
encompassing  a wide  range  of  objectives  including  programs  for  education,  health, 
transportation  and  others  affecting  the  welfare  of  the  people,  flie  development  ol  the  water 
plan  is  only  one  element  of  that  strategy.  .As  such,  tlie  study  did  not  deal  directly  with 
broader  alternatives  for  economic  development  which  are  elements  ol  programs  within  the 
purview  ol  the  .Appalachian  Regional  (.'ommission.  or  its  successor. 

However,  even  within  the  context  of  developing  the  water  resources  plan,  all  ol  the 
alternative  means  for  tulfilhng  the  water  resource  needs  of  the  region  were  not  examined  in 
detail  since  some  of  the  alternatives  are  not  authorized  by  existing  statutes,  mcluilmg  tor 
example,  the  construction  of  regional  waste  water  treatment  systems  and  designing  and 
constructing  distribution  systems  for  municipal  and  industrial  water  suppiv.  At  the  st.iri  ol 
the  study,  it  was  decided  that  the  early  action  program  should  contbrm  generallv  t-- 
established  national  authorities  and  |H)licies  governing  the  formulation  ol  w.iier  U''nii.e 
projects,  and  thus  avoid  extensive  ilelays  which  would  be  encountered  in  the  estabbshn  nt 
of  new  areas  of  lederal  responsibility. 

I his  current  plan,  jiarticularly  the  early  action  component,  is  not  complete,  .md 
subsequent  revisions  should  retlect  the  changing  economic  conditions  m the  Appal. ichian 
Region  and  provide  for  the  remaining  water  resource  development  needs  through  other 
programs. 

6.  Screening  of  Projects 

llie  jilan  lor  the  develoj'ment  ol  the  water  resources  of  Appalachia  contains  many 
recommendations  regarding  programs  which  should  be  undertaken  by  both  the  public  .iiul 
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tlic  private  sectors.  A large  number  of  projects  were  considered  and  rejected  in  arriving  at 
the  early  action  program  of  the  Department  of  tlie  Army,  some  of  wliich  were  not  selected 
tor  detailed  study  lor  reasons  such  as:  a poor  economic  response,  adverse  effects  on  the 
environment,  lack  of  local  support,  and  insufficient  study  resources.  A general  review  also 
was  made  ol  e.xisting  and  authorized  (irojects  in  the  interest  of  integrating  their  impacts  on 
the  region’s  economy,  fhe  rejiort  does  not  fully  describe  the  considerations  and  value 
judgments  made  during  this  screening  process.  However,  future  comprehensive  reports 
should  identify  and  describe  the  alternatives  considered,  but  rejected,  during  the  planning 
process. 


GENERAL  RECOMMENDATIONS 


I recommend: 

1.  Acceptance  of  the  Plan.  I'liat  the  general  plan  herein  submitted  be  adopted  by 
Congress  as  the  basis  for  continuing  regional  water  resources  development  and  planning  in 
the  Appalachian  Region; 

2.  Early  Action  on  Components  of  the  Plan.  I liat  tlie  Ciovernors  ol  the  Appalachian 
States  take  early  action  to  obtain  any  legislative  authorities  that  are  necessary  to  fulfill  the 
reiiuirements  ol  local  cooperation,  particularly  those  relating  to  Hood  plain  management  and 
to  implementing  local  development  programs  which  are  essential  elements  ol  the  overall 
program  lor  economic  development  of  the  Region; 

3.  Continuity  of  the  Appalachian  Program.  I hat  the  recommended  water  resources 
plan  be  implemented  as  a part  of  the  Appalachian  regional  development  program, 

4.  Technical  Coordination  During  Plan  Implementation.  Ihat  feileral  agencies  be 
rec[uired  during  preconstruction  planning  studies  of  authorized  water  resouri.e  ilevelopmeni 
|)rojects  to  coordinate  their  efforts  with  the  development  activities  ol  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  or  its  suecessor,  the  Appalachian  Stales,  ami  the  programs  of  other 
federal  and  local  agencies; 

5.  Full  Recreation  Potential  of  Appalachia.  Ihat,  since  the  plan  herein  submitted  iloes 
not  meet  the  needs  in  l‘)S()  for  waler-orienled  recreation,  based  on  preliminary  estimates  by 
the  Bureau  ol  Outdoor  Recreation,  the  .Appalachian  Regional  ( ommission.  or  its  successor, 
undertake,  with  the  .Appalachian  Stales  and  the  Local  Develoi'inent  Distruls,  and  in 
consultation  with  the  ai'propriate  federal  agencies,  a study  to  deline  a long-range  plan  for 
the  full  development  ol  the  recreation  potential  ol  the  Region  including  the  desires  ol  its 
citizens  and  the  ability  ol  the  Region  to  oiler  water-oriented  recreation  opportunities. 

6.  Previously  Authorized  Projects  and  Programs.  Ihat  previously  authorized  and 
economically  justified  projects  and  programs,  which  are  necess.iry  elements  ol  the  phm 
developed  herein  and  essential  to  the  successful  outcome  ol  the  .Appalachian  development 
program,  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  priorities  to  be  est.iblisheil  lor  the  entire 
program; 

7.  Non-Structural  Measures.  Ihat  when  ‘•lum-structural"  measures  such  as 
llood-proofing  and  Hood  warning  systems  reduce  Hood  damages  more  effectively  than  ilo 
other  alternatives,  that  the  federal  (iovernment  share  in  the  cost  of  these  non-structural 
measures. 
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8.  Joint  Private  and  Public  Development  Programs.  Tliat  in  view  of  the  changing 
development  patterns  of  the  Appalachian  Region  the  actions  outlined  herein  be  continually 
assessed  by  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  (or  its  successor)  and  by  the  action 
agencies,  and  that  such  assessment  give  particular  attention  to  the  projected  response  of  the 
private  sector  to  public  investments  in  Appalachia. 


SPECIFIC  RECOMMENDATIONS 


I also  recommend: 

Early  Action  Elements  by  Individual  States 

1.  Otocsin  Lake  and  Naturealm  Projects.  Implementation  of  the  Otocsin  and 
Naturealm  projects  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  in  cooperation  with  the 
interested  Executive  Departments  of  the  United  States  and  the  Congress,  and  that  higli 
priority  be  given  under  appropriate  I'ederal  grant-in-aid  programs  tor  these  projects; 

Early  Action  Elements  by  Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

2.  Upper  French  Broad  and  Yellow  Creek  Port  Projects.  That  the  Upper  I rench  Broad 
and  Yellow  Creek  Port  Projects  be  included  in  the  overall  plan  for  the  development  of 
water  resources  in  Appalachia  and  that  their  budgetary  priority  be  established  after  a review 
of  other  urgently  needed  TV  .A  projects; 

Early  Action  Elements  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 

3.  Selected  Upstream  Watershed  Projects.  That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  be 
authorized  to  proceed,  in  joint  studies  with  the  Corps  of  lingineers,  v ith  the  detailed 
planning  of  the  forty-two  Appalachian  upstream  watershed  projects  tabulated  on  page  1-7-7 
of  this  Summary  Report,  giving  special  consideration  to  the  sixteen  projects  included  in  this 
group  which  preliminary  investigations  showed  to  have  considerable  developmental  promise 
but  limited  user  benefits,  and  that  he  submit  these  watershed  work  plans  to  the  Congress 
through  the  President  for  consideration,  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and  criteria  of 
Public  Law  83-566,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  86-4; 

4.  Other  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  Recommendations.  That  initial  program 
recommendations  covering  the  accelerated  planning  and  installation  of  two  hundred 
additional  upstream  watersheds  (of  which  163  have  been  evaluated),  accelerated  land 
treatment,  and  additional  recreation  and  other  developments  in  the  National  forests 
incorporated  and  scheduled  in  the  jilan,  be  given  special  consideration  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  as  a part  of  the  comprehensive  plan  for  the  development  of  the  Appalachian 
Region,  after  consultation  with  the  Api'alachian  .States,  as  approiiriate,  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission; 

Early  Action  Elements  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

5.  Coosa  River  Navigation  Project.  Ihat  the  section  of  the  authorized  Coosa  River 
navigation  project  between  Montgomery,  Alabama,  and  Rome,  (ieorgia,  be  reclassified  as  an 
active  project  on  the  basis  of  the  economic  reevaluation  contained  in  this  report;  that  state 
and  local  plans  and  preparations  for  accelerating  economic  develoi'inent  in  the  areas  sened 
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by  the  project  be  pliased  with  project  planning  to  permit  early  realization  of  developmental 
potentials;  and  that  prior  to  initiation  of  construction  of  any  element  of  the  project,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  have  determined  to  his  satisfaction  that  there  is  reasonable 
assurance  that  programs  and  measures  necessary  to  justify  the  project  will  be  instituted  in 
such  manner  as  to  secure  the  effective  realization  of  the  (dan  objectives  set  forth  in  this 
report,  basing  his  determinations,  among  other  things,  on  the  status  of  actions  by 
non-l'ederal  interests  to: 

a.  assure  that  a competent  and  appropriate  public  body,  tiuasi-public  body,  or 
private  non-profit  development  corporation  is  available  to  achieve  tlie  economic 
development  objectives  of  the  plan  and  to  furnish  assurances  of  non-l  ederal  participation  as 
may  not  be  furnished  by  other  non-F'ederal  interests; 

b.  furnish  a plan  of  the  programs  and  measures  necessary  to  achieve  the  economic 
development  objectives  of  the  project,  which  programs  shall  assure  that  the  necessary  lands 
shall  be  available,  that  windfall  gains  in  the  private  sector  shall  be  precluded  and  that  the 
appropriate  commitment  by  private  entities  is  likely  to  oecur; 

6.  Ten  Specific  Projects,  That  the  Congress  authorize  the  water  resources  projects 
listed  below  to  provide  for  their  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  as  federal 
projects,  except  as  may  be  provided  hereafter,  by  the  Chief  of  Lngineers  under  the  direction 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  accordance  with  the  selected  plan  described  in  this  report 
and  with  such  modifications  as  in  the  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  may  be 
I advisable: 


Project,  Location 
& River  Basin 

Lstimated 

Total 

First 

Cost 

Net  Federal  Cost 
After  Repayment 

Lst.  Federal 
Average  Annual 
Operation, 
.Maintenance  & 
Replacement  Cos 

Royalton  Reservoir - 
Salyersville  Area 
(including  accelerated 
land  treatment) 
Licking  River.  Ky. 
Ohio 

S 45,505,000 

S 41,725,000 

S 60.000 

I'amaiiua  LPP 
lamaqua.  Pa. 
Delaware- 

2. .^5  5. 000 

2,279.000 

0 

Royal  (ilen  Reservoir 
South  Branch,  W.Va. 
Potomac 

2‘),08  0,000 

29.0.10,000 

1.12,500 

lli(>es  Reservoir 
Craig  ( reek,  Va. 
James 

2.1,547,000 

2.1,0.18.000 

258,000 

( linchfield  Reservoir 
Broad  River,  N&SCar. 
Santee 

58,565.000 

29.966,000 

58.000 

TABLE  (continued) 


Project,  Location 
& River  Basin 


Roaring  River  Res. 
Yadkin  River.  N.Car. 
Pee  Dee 

Curry  Creek  Reservoir 
N.  Oconee  River,  Oa. 
Altamalia 

Dalton  Reservoir 
Conasauga  River,  Cia. 
Coosa 

Wliiteoak  Reservoir 
Whiteoak  Cr.,  O. 

Ohio 

Midland  LPP 

Licking  River,  Ky. 
Ohio 


Totals 


Fistimated 

Total 

First 

Co.st 

Net  F-ederal  Cost 
After  Repayment 

F.st.  Federal 
Average  Annual 
Operation. 
Maintenance  & 
Replacement  Cosi 

l(),'’58,000 

0.428,000 

40 .000 

17,757,000 

0.255.000 

47.000 

44.300,000 

37,336.000 

01. 000 

40,03  1 ,000 

23.450.000 

40.200 

8,230,000 

7.5()4,000 

0 

$280,128,000 

$213,071,000 

$ 735.700 

Provided: 


a.  That  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  of  any  element  ol  the  plan  by 
the  Department  of  the  Army,  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  have  determined  to  his 
satisfaction  (and  on  the  Royalton-Salyersville  project  after  consultation  with  the  .Secretary 
ol  Agriculture)  that  there  is  reasonable  assurance  that  programs  and  measures  necessary  for 
the  accomplishment  of  the  economic  development  objectives  of  the  plan  will  be  instituted, 
basing  this  determination,  among  other  things,  on  the  status  of  actions  by  non-1  ederal 
interests  in  each  case  to; 


(1)  assure  the  existance  of  a competent  and  appropriate  public  body, 
quasi-public  body,  or  private  non-profit  development  corporation  with  adequate  authority 
to  achieve  the  economic  development  objectives  of  the  plan  and  to  furnish  assurances  ol 
non-Lederal  participation  as  specified  below  and  as  may  not  be  furnished  by  other 
non-Federal  interests; 

(2)  furnish  all  a.ssurances  of  non-Federal  parficipation  as  s|iecifieil  below, 
except  that  the  furnishing  of  the  assurances  required  with  respect  to  the  land  treatment 
measures  of  the  Royalton-Salyersville  plan  shall  not  be  prerequisite  to  initiation  ot 
construction  of  other  elements  of  the  plan;  and 

(3)  furnish  a plan  of  the  programs  and  measures  necessary  to  achieve  tlie 
economic  development  objectives  of  the  projects,  which  programs  shall  assure  that  the 
necessary  lands  shall  be  available,  that  windfall  gains  in  the  private  sector  shall  be  precluded 
and  that  the  appropriate  commitment  by  private  entities  is  likely  to  occur; 


b.  llKit  tlic  Secretary  of  tlie  Agriculture  assume  responsibilities  for  Rockliouse 
fork,  Burning  l-'ork,  ami  Mash  fork  structures  and  the  accelerated  land  treatment 
comimnents  of  the  Royalton  Reservoir  - Salyersville  Area  plan; 

c.  riiat  the  authorization  of  Whitcoak  Reservoir  provides  for  the  acaiuisition  of 
5,500  acres  of  land,  above  what  would  normally  be  aaiuired  for  the  project,  at  an 
estimated  cost  of  52,017,000,  for  the  migratory  wateribwl  refuge  and  hunting  unit; 

d.  Ihat  the  storage  allocation  in  the  Curry  Creek  Reservoir  be  examined  during 
advanced  engineering  and  design  studies  to  determine  the  retjuirements  for  water  quality 
control  storage; 

e.  I'hat  the  authorization  of  the  llipes  Reservoir  proviiles  for  the  construction  of 
a trout  rearing  station; 

f.  [hat  the  authorization  of  the  [[ipes,  Dalton,  and  Curry  Creek  Reservoirs 
provides  for  the  development  of  downstream  fisliing  access  areas  and  the  aaiuisition  of  the 
lands  therelbr  as  tbilows:  llipes  - b areas  totalling  12  acres;  Dalton  - 6 areas  totalling  12 
acres,  and  Curry  Creek  - 1 1 areas  totalling  1 1 acres; 

g.  ihat,  prior  to  construction  of  Royal  Glen  Reservoir  and  Channel,  additional 
studies  be  made  of  the  following: 

( I ) the  environmental  benefits  and  costs  associated  with  maintaining  the  South 
Branch  of  the  Potomac  in  a free-flowing  state,  such  a study  to  be  conducted  in  close 
coordination  with  the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  Imvironmental  Protection  Agency; 

(2)  a local  protection  channel-and-levee  project  at  Petersburg  as  an  alternative 
to  the  reservoir; 

(3)  separate  projects  for  flood  control  (such  as  a reservoir  and  channel 
improvements)  and  for  recreation  (which  may  or  may  not  include  reservoirs);  and 

(4)  the  residual  flood  potential  with  flood  protection  to  determine  whether  an 
increaseit  level  of  protection  should  be  provided. 

h.  ['hat  the  authorization  of  Dalton  Reservoir  provide  for  the  reimbursement  of 
up  to  51,750,000  to  local  interests  should  they  construct  interim  water  supply  works  on 
the  ( onesauga  River  m accordance  with  the  guidance  of  the  .Secretary  of  the  Army. 

i.  That  non-l-'ederal  interests  will: 


( 1 ) for  the  projects  listed  below,  repay  all  costs  allocated  ti)  water  siqiply  in 
accordance  with  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  1958,  PI.  85-500,  as  amended,  which  are 
presently  estimated  as  follows: 

Average  Annual  Operation, 
Maintenance,  and 

Project  I'irst  Cost  Replacement  Cost 


Royalton 
Clmchfield 
Roaring  River 
Curry  Creek 
Dalton 
Whiteoak 


5 55b.()()() 

14,535,()0() 
872,000 
4,473,000 
3,1 14,0()() 
8,137,()0() 


5 0 

49.000 
(i.OOO 

54.000 

10.000 

17.000 


(2)  lor  the  projects  or  project  components  listed  below,  in  accordance  with  tlie 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act.  PL  89-72,  but  with  the  additional 
provision  of  no  repayment  and  no  interest  accrual  on  the  separable  costs  for  ten  years,  and 
with  repayment  thereafter,  with  interest,  over  a 50-year  period,  and  applicable  also  to 
Rockhouse  F'ork  structure  of  the  Royalton  Reservoir  - .Salyersville  Area  plan, 
notwithstanding  Section  6(d)  of  that  Act. 

(a)  administer  project  lands,  facilities,  and  water  areas  for  recreation, 
including  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement,  and  assure  access  to  such  development  to  all  on 
equal  terms; 


lb)  pay,  contribute  in  kind,  or  repay  (which  may  be  through  user  tees) 
with  interest,  no  less  than  one-half  of  the  separable  first  costs  allocated  to  recreation, 
including  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement; 

(c)  bear  all  costs  of  ojieration.  maintenance,  and  replacements  of  fish  and 
wildlife  and  recreation  u.se  lands  and  lacilities; 

The  presently  estimated  costs  for  (b)  and  (c)  above  are: 

Average  Annual  Operation, 
One-Half  Separable  Maintenance,  and 

Project  First  Cost  Replacement  Cost 


Royalton  Reservoir  & 

S 1 ,384,200 

S 56,000 

Rockhouse  Fork 

Hipcs  Reservoir  (trout 

509,000 

80,000 

rearing  station  * and 
downstream  fishery  only) 

C'linchlield  Reservoir 

1 4.064,000 

580.000 

Roaring  River  Reservoir 

458.000 

39.000 

Curry  Creek  Reservoir 

4.029.000 

63.000 

Dalton  Reservoir 

3,850.000 

292,000 

Whiteoak  Reservoir 

8,444.000 

286.000 

*PL  89-72  is  not  applicable  to  trout  rearing  station;  however,  similar  principles  of 
non-l  ederal  cooperation  are  recommended. 

(3)  for  the  local  Hood  protection  projects  or  local  protection  components  of 
projects  listed  below; 

(a)  provide  without  cost  to  the  United  States  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-of-way.  and,  except  for  railroad  bridges  and  approaches,  alterations  and  relocations; 

(b)  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages  due  to  the 
construction  works,  and  operation  and  maintenance  ol  improvements;  and  at  least  annually 
notify  atfected  interests  of  the  limited  tlood  protection  jirovided  by  the  recommeiuled 
works  at  ramaqua,  l*ennsylvania,  Petersburg.  West  Virginia,  and  Midland  and  Salyersville, 
Kentucky; 


(c)  operate  and  maintain  the  completed  works  in  accordance  with 
regulations  prescribed  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or,  for  the  three  Department  ot 
Agriculture  structures  in  the  Royalton  Reservoir  - Salyersville  Area  jilan.  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  atter  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Army; 
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The  presently  estimated  costs  for  (a)  and  (c)  above  are: 


Project 

First  Cost 

Average  Annual  Operation, 
Maintenance,  and 
Replacement  Cost 

Royalton  Reservoir  - 
Salyersville  Area: 

1 . Licking  River  and 

S 605,000 

S 4,200 

State  Road  Fork 
Channel  Improvements 
2.  Rock  house  I 'ork, 

901,800 

2,100 

Burning  Fork,  and 
Mash  Fork  Structures 
Tamaqua  Local  Protection 

76,000 

2,000 

Project 

Royal  Cilen.  Petersburg 

50,000 

2,500 

W.  Va. 

Midland  LPP 

666,000 

85,700 

(4)  for  the  accelerated  land  treatment  measures  of  the  Royalton  Reservoir  - 
Salyersville  Area  plan,  assume  financial  and  other  responsibilities  in  accordance  with  tlie 
provisions  of  Section  203  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act.  PL  4,  89th 
Congress,  presently  estimated  at  $333,000; 

(5)  furnish  assurances  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or,  where 
appropriate,  other  Departmental  Secretary,  prior  to  commencement  of  construction  of  any 
project  that  they  will,  for  the  pertinent  projects: 

(a)  assume  the  previously  listed  non-l'ederal  responsibilities; 

(b)  provide  through  zoning,  purchase  or  otherwise,  those  additional  lands, 
easements,  and  rights-of-way  for  the  Licking  River  channel  improvement  below  the 
Royalton  Reservoir  necessary  to  assure  development  and  maintenance  of  park-like 
environment,  and  public  access  thereto; 

(c)  for  all  projects,  hold  and  save  the  United  States  free  from  damages 
from  water  rights  claims  resulting  from  implementation  and  operation  of  the  projects  except 
for  damages  stemming  from  operation  for  Hood  control; 

(d)  for  all  projects  having  Hood  control  as  a purpose,  prescribe  and  enforce 
regulations  to  prevent  obstruction  or  encroachment  on  the  channels  and  interior  ponding 
areas  which  would  reduce  their  Hood  carrying  capacity  or  hinder  repair  and  operation,  and 
control  development  of  fringe  areas  not  protected  by  the  improvements,  with  a view  to 
preventing  an  undue  increase  in  the  Hood  damage  potential; 

(e)  exercise  control  against  removal  of  streamllow  made  available  for  water 
quality  control,  and  effect  proper  measures  by  adeijuate  treatment  or  other  methods  of 
controlling  waste  at  the  source,  to  assure  the  effectiveness  of  water  quality  control  measures 
provided,  and 
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(I)  assume  title  to  all  l ecleral  interests  in  laiuls,  easements,  ami 
right s-ol -way  aaiuireil  hy  the  Uniteil  States  in  lieu  ol  non-l  etleral  auiuisitiun,  as  prmicled 
in  the  lolluwmg  sub-paragraph,  as  each  element  becomes  operational. 

j.  That,  except  lor  the  accelerated  land  treatment  measures,  all  lands,  easements, 
rights-ol-way.  alterations  and  relocations,  to  be  provided  and  perlormed  by  non-1  ederal 
interests  withcnit  cost  to  the  United  States  may,  at  the  reipiest  ol  such  non-l  ederal 
interests,  be  acipiircd,  performed,  or  assumed  by  the  United  States,  provided  that  the  cost 
of  such  aciiuisition,  performance,  or  assumption  plus  interest  during  construetion  shall  be 
repaid  by  such  non-l  ederal  interests  with  interest  computed  on  the  unpaid  balance  and 
compounded  annually,  within  bO  years  from  the  ilate  that  each  project  element  lor  which 
the  aciiuisition  and  iierformance  is  accomplished  becomes  operational,  at  a repayment  rate 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  as  appropriate, 
provided  further,  that  during  the  first  ten  years  after  each  project  element  so  becomes 
operational  no  interest  shall  accrue  and  repayment,  although  it  may  be  made,  is  not 
required;  and  that  the  interest  rate  shall  be  determined  m accordance  with  the  formula  set 
forth  in  the  Water  Supply  Act  of  l‘)5H,  I’L  S5-500,  as  amended, 

k.  That  the  final  cost  sharing  determinations  be  based  on  the  cost  allocations  to 
be  made  at  the  time  of  project  completion; 

l.  That,  following  aulhori/.ation,  detailed  site  investigation  and  design  be  made  of 
the  projects  for  the  purpose  of  accurately  defining  the  project  lands  rei|uired;  that 
subsequently,  advance  acquisition  be  made  of  such  title  to  such  lands  as  may  be  required  to 
preserve  the  site  against  incompatible  developments,  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the  ,\rmy  be 
authorized  to  participate  in  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  transportation  and  utility 
facilities  in  advance  of  project  construction,  as  required  to  preserve  such  areas  from 
encroachments  and  avoid  increased  costs  for  relocations;  and 

m.  riuit  construction  of  any  one  of  the  proposed  improvements  may  be 
undertaken  independently  of  the  others  whenever  funds  are  available  and  the  prescribed 
local  cooperation  has  been  furnished;  and 

7.  Projects  to  be  Considered  for  Future  Authorization.  Ihat  the  following  projects  be 
considered  for  authorization  only  after  additional  studies  and  recommendations  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army: 

Stannard  Reservoir,  (ienesee  River,  New  York 

Logan  Reservoir.  Clear  Creek.  Mocking  River  Basin,  Ohio 

St.  Petersburg  Reservoir,  Clarion  River,  Pennsylvania 

In  regard  to  Stannard  and  Logan  Reservoirs,  I recommend. 

a.  I or  Stannard  Reservoir  that  the  current  study  of  the  (ieivsee  River  Basin  by 
the  Corps  of  l.ngineers  include  a determination  of  the  reservoir  storage  needed  to  fulfill  the 
water  supply  needs  of  the  projected  industrial  development  in  the  project  area  as  well  as  the 
magnitude  of  the  discharge  required  to  mitigate  any  resulting  deterioration  in  the  quality  of 
the  water  available  for  downstream  recreational  use. 

b.  Lor  Logan  Reservoir  Ihat  the  current  Central  Ohio  Survey  by  the  Corps  of 
Lngineers  include  a study  of  the  economic  and  environmental  effects  of  an  alternative 
upstream  site  and  the  jireservation  of  the  Clear  Creek  Ciorge  to  prevent  undesirable  private 
develojmient.  Ihe  study  should  also  identily  the  alternative  measures  that  can  be 
undertaken  to  fulfill  Ihe  inirjioses  served  by  the  reservoir. 
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St.  IVtorsbur}:  Reservoir  will  be  considered  for  autliorizution  upon  receipt  of  the 
recommendation  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  regard  to  the  designation  of  the  Clarion 
River  as  a wild,  scenic,  or  recreation  river  as  directed  in  Section  5 of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Act, 


H,  Acid  Mine  Drainage  Abatement  Program  for  the  Clarion  River  Basin.  Recogni/mg  that 
a pollution  abatement  program  as  an  environmental  feature  for  the  Clarion  River  basin 
generally  below  Cook  I'orest  State  Park  is  necessary  with  or  without  the  impoundment  of  the 
St,  Petersburg  Reservoir  project,  1 recommend  that  the  Corps  of  I’ngineers  be  authorized  to 
undertake  a program  for  the  abatement  of  acid  mine  drainage  in  the  Clarion  River  Basin, 
currently  estimated  at  Sib, 7 million,  and  that  non-l  ederal  interests  provide  the  Secretary  of  < 

the  ,\rtny  with  assurances  that  the  acid  mine  drainage  abatement  program  will  be 
coordinated  with  other  actions  taken  to  improve  the  (piality  of  the  water  in  the  Clarion  River. 


d.  Tug  Fork  Flood  Control  Needs.  The  long  history  of  flooding  in  the  Tug  l ork  Valley 
of  the  Big  Saiuly  River  Basin,  Kentucky  and  West  Virginia,  has  caused  chronic  sulfering  of  its 
people  anil  a deterioration  of  its  economy.  In  the  past  the  area  has  made  important 
contributions  to  the  development  of  the  Appalachian  Region  and  to  the  nation.  1 he  Lower 
Knox  Creek  Reservoir,  which  is  presented  in  this  report,  would  provide  only  limited  flood 
protection,  but  it  lacks  economic  Justification  at  this  time.  Accordingly,  1 recommend  that  the 
innovative  flood  damage  reduction  program,  consisting  of  residential  flood-proofing  and 
complementary  local  protection  projects  authorized  in  Section  224  of  the  l lood  Control  Act 
ol  |d70  (PL  dl-()l  I ),  be  initiated  with  dispatch  and  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  acting 
through  the  Chief  of  lingineers,  be  authorized  to  design  a similar  program  for  the  entire  Lug 
fork  Valley.  Prior  to  the  request  of  funds  for  construction,  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  will 
submit  a report,  to  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget  and  to  the  Public  Works  and 
.Appropriations  Committees  of  Congress,  concerning  the  benefits  and  costs  of  any  proposed 
works  and  recommendations  concerning  the  sharing  of  costs  by  l ederal  and  non-l  ederal 
interests. 

10.  Oeauthorization  of  the  Salyersville  Levee.  Ihe  existing  local  protection  project  for 
Salyersville,  Kentucky,  authorized  by  Section  3 of  the  Act  approved  August  IS,  1^41.  PL 
2SS,  77th  Congress,  will  he  replaced  by  the  program  proposed  in  this  report:  therefore.  1 
rei  nimend  deauthorization  ol  the  1‘>4I  project. 

11.  Comprehensive  Land-Use  Planning-  A Demonstration  Project,  lo  achieve  the 
economic  objectives  of  the  plan  presented  herein,  local  interests  must  develop  a definite 
program  Ibr  contacting  and  encouraging  new  industries  to  locate  in  the  region.  An  integral 
part  ol  any  such  program  is  a comprehensive  land-use  plan.  Such  a plan  would  describe  the 
scarce  resources,  including  land  and  labor,  which  would  be  consumed  by  each  industry  or 
firm  therein.  Accordingly  I recommend  that  the  Royalton  Reservoir-Saly  ersville 
development  plan  be  designated  as  a demonstration  project.  Lhe  project  should  receive 
priority  attention,  following  approval  of  the  actions  lo  he  taken  by  local  interests  set  forth 
in  paragraph  (>(a),  with  a view  toward  achieving  the  accelerated  funding  necessary  to  test 
the  concepts  upon  which  the  project  is  founded.  This  recommendation  in  no  way  alters  the 
need  to  pursue  the  development  and  implementation  of  other  high  priority  projects 
recommended  herein. 


April  Id7l 


Stanley  R.  Resor 
Secretary  of  Ihe  Army 
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II.  VIEWS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  AGENCIES 


I 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
Off'ICE  Of  the  secretary 
WASHINGTON.  D C 30350 


Jul7  p 1 j'.’C 

Honorable  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 

Special  Assistant  to 

the  Secretary  of  the  Army 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  April  9,  1970,  transmitting  for  our 
review  and  comment  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army'  on 
"Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia."  This  report  is  based  on 
studies  prepared  by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies,  U.S.  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers. 

The  Department  appreciates  the  opportunity  of  participating  in  the  study 
of  water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  region  and  in  the  coordination 
achieved  through  the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia. 
We  believe  the  general  plan  developed  and  outlined  on  pages  2,  3,  and  U of 
your  proposed  report,  when  carried  out,  would  meet  the  principal  objective 
of  the  study  to  expand  economic  opportunities  throughout  the  region,  thus 
enhancing  the  welfare  of  its  people.  The  general  plan  includes  measures 
to  be  carried  out  by  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
the  Department  of  the  Army,  and  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  at  a total 
cost  of  $2,7^1  million.  Of  this  amount,  $1,802  million  involves  programs 
carried  out  by  this  Department.  Included  are  upstream  watershed  projects, 

$506  million;  land  treatment  measures,  $513  million;  and  National  Forests, 

$783  million.  Of  this  total  USDA  program  the  highest  priority  was  assigned 
to  h2  upstream  watershed  projects  which  investigations  showed  to  have  con- 
siderable developmental  promise.  The  cost  of  these  projects  is  estimated 
at  $138  million. 

It  has  been  our  understanding  from  the  beginning  of  this  cooperative  plan- 
ning effort  that  the  study  was  to  be  a joint  undertaking  and  the  selection 
of  the  early-action  plan  to  be  a joint  determination  in  keeping  with  the 
objectives  of  the  Act.  We  feel  that  this  has  been  accomplished  by  the 
Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  and  the  State  Conservationist,  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  West  Virginia,  who  was  the  Department  of  Agriculture  representative. 

During  the  last  several  years  we  have  participated  in  a number  of  cooperative 
and  joint  studies  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  in  addition  to  the  Appalachian 
Water  Resource  Survey.  Examples  are  the  Potomac,  Bayou  Bartholomew,  and 
the  Poteau  River  Basin  studies.  In  each  of  the  other  three  studies  named, 
as  in  the  Appalachian  Water  Resource  Survey,  the  field  investigation  staffs 
of  each  of  our  agencies  have  developed  plans  which  identified  structural 
and  project  elements  which  must  be  carried  out  concurrently  if  the  expected 
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benefits  actually  are  to  accrue.  In  many  instances  some  of  the  upstream 
and  mainstem  developments  have  been  interrelated  and  Interdependent.  In 
none  of  these  instances  has  the  report  provided  for  joint  or  concurrent 
implementation.  The  result  has  been  that,  while  we  had  good  coordination 
during  planning  and  have  proposed  complementary  project  developments 
which  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  concerned  people,  piecemeal 
implementation  through  different  authorities  has  failed  to  produce  the 
desired  results.  Concurrent  implementation  of  interrelated  and  inter- 
dependent elements  has  not  occurred.  It  is  quite  evident  that  a plan  is 
no  better  than  the  means  of  carrying  it  out. 

The  h2  upstream  watersheds  selected  for  early  action  are  needed  to  provide 
water-related  goods  and  services  and  to  stimulate  economic  growth.  Sixteen 
of  these  are  directly  related  to  growth  centers  and  would  be  justified 
primarily  through  induced  economic  activity.  Under  current  budgetary, 
policy,  and  operating  constraints,  all  these  watershed  projects  could  not 
be  authorized  and  implemented  through  the  Watershed  Protection  and  Flood 
Prevention  Program  within  a time  frame  which  would  accomplish  the  objectives 
of  this  study  and  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  this  report  should  provide  a basis  and  a means 
whereby  the  needed  projects  and  measures  could  be  carried  out  to  accomplish 
the  stated  objectives  of  the  Act.  It  seems  desirable  also  that  provisions 
be  made  for  carrying  out  the  apparent  intent  of  the  Congress  to  stimulate 
economic  activity  as  a means  of  enhancing  the  welfare  of  the  people  of  this 
region  in  the  immediate  future.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  the  report 
should  recommend  authorization  for  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  proceed 
with  the  detailed  planning  and  implementation  of  these  Up  potential  water- 
shed projects  within  the  next  10  to  I5  years.  It  is  understood  that  the 
rate  at  which  these  developments  would  be  accomplished  would  be  dependent 
upon  the  level  of  funding  provided  through  annual  appropriation.  Such  a 
recommendation  would  be  consistent  with  the  recommendations  included  for 
the  nine  Corps  of  Engineers  projects  and  the  two  proposed  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  projects. 

Our  recommendation  is  based  on  the  need  for  a coordinated  region-wide 
approach  to  water  and  related  land  resource  development.  The  need  and 
justification  for  this  approach  is  shown  in  the  analysis  in  Attachment  1. 
Additional  comments  and  suggestions  are  included  in  Attachment  ?. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportiinity  to  review  this  report. 


Sincerely, 


i . ' joTduo 


Attaciiments 
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ATTACHMENT  1 


AN  EARLY  ACTION  PROGRAM  FOR  APPALACHIAN  WATER 


A Joint  Analysis  by: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGR 1CUETUPJ-; 


RESOURCES  DEVELOPME NT 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARM\’ 


7 July  1970 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  Need  for  a System  of  Priorities 

The  Secretary  of  the  Army  in  his  proposed  report  on  the  development 
of  water  resources  in  Appalachia  highlighted  the  need  to  establish  a 
system  of  priorities  as  the  basis  for  implementation  of  the  general  plan 
formulated  for  Appalachia.  More  specifically,  he  said; 

The  costs  of  the  water  and  related  projects  and  programs 
included  as  part  of  the  general  plan  are  in  excess  of  $2.4 
billion.  Recognizing  that  these  projects  must  compete  not  only 
with  water  resource  investments  which  miglit  be  undertaken  outside 
the  Appalachian  Region,  but  that  they  must  also  compete  with  other 
public  programs  in  Appalachia,  it  is  unlikely  that  funds  of  this 
magnitude  will  be  fully  available  in  the  near  future.  For  these 
reasons  it  is  imperative  that  a priority  system  be  established  for 
the  implementation  of  tlie  general  plan,  the  specific  projects  rec- 
ommended herein  for  early  action,  and  previously  authorized  proj- 
ects. In  developing  project  prio.'"ities , it  is  suggested  that  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  in  coordination  with  others, 
first  carefully  assess  the  nature  of  each  recommended  project  and 
its  role  in  Appalachia,  consider  alternative  solutions  and  study 
the  phasing  of  eacli  project  to  assure  consonance  with  complemen- 
tary public  and  private  actions. 

The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  provide  tlie  Appalachian  Regional  Commis- 
sion with  the  joint  views  of  the  Departments  'f  Agriculture  and  the  Army 
on  priorities  for  water  resource  projects.  The  focus  will  be  on  tlie 
water  resource  projects  which  shouid  be  initiated  in  the  next  10-15  years, 
the  so-called  "early  action  program".  It  sliould  be  emphasized  that  the 
analysis  presented  in  this  paper  couEtituLes  the  initial  step  in  formulating 
a regional  water  resources  program  for  the  Appalachian  Region.  Although 
tentative,  the  program  hopefully  will  serve  as  a basis  for  a continuing 
assessment  and  discussion  of  priorities  within  the  region. 


l!  Department  of  the  Army,  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia: 
Proposed  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  Washington,  D.  C.,  9 April 
1970,  p.  2. 
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The  Case  for  an  Appalachian  Regional  Water  Resources  Budget 


The  comprehensive  water  and  related  land  resource  plan  recommended 
in  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  is  the  result  of 
cooperative  effort  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Office  of  Appalachian 
Studies,  the  Appalachian  States,  the  Departments  of  Agriculture,  Commerce, 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  Interior,  Transportation,  the  Federal 
Power  Commission,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority,  and  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission.  Considerable  time,  effort,  and  study  funds  have  been 
devoted  to  integrating  the  different  projects  and  programs  of  these 
agencies  into  the  general  plan  for  Appalachia.  In  some  instances,  there- 
fore, a project  or  program  of  one  agency  will  produce  its  greatest 
positive  effects  on  the  natural  and  economic  environment  of  the  region 
only  if  there  is  joint  and  simultaneous  implementation  of  related  invest- 
ments by  other  agencies,  whether  Federal,  state,  or  local.  But  the 
probability  of  joint  and  simultaneous  implementation  of  regional  plans, 
upon  which  the  success  of  plans  such  as  that  for  Appalachia  is  predicated, 
rapidly  diminishes  with  each  successive  review  by  higher  authority  since 
the  emphasis  in  such  reviews  normally  has  been  on  the  competition  among 
different  elements  within  a given  agency's  program.  Consequently  it  is 
possible  that  a state,  a private  firm  therein,  or  another  Federal  agency 
might  accord  a high  priority  to  a particular  Army  or  Agriculture  project 
only  to  have  either  of  the  two  agencies  accord  a low  priority  to  the  same 
project.  The  end  result  could  be  that  critical  investments,  needed  to 
produce  the  projected  economic  benefits,  will  either  be  made  prematurely 
or  will  be  made  in  an  area  in  which  no  complementary  Army  or  Agriculture 
project  will  be  forthcoming  in  the  foreseeable  future. 
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One  way  to  insure  the  integrity  of  the  regional  plan  for  Appalachia, 
as  it  moves  from  planning  through  the  authorization  and  appropriation 
processes,  is  to  have  each  concerned  agency  examine  the  priority  to  be 
accorded  the  Appalachian  portion  of  its  program  relative  to  the  program 
for  other  regions  of  the  nation.  The  case  for  such  regional  priority- 
setting or  regional  budgeting,  then,  is  that  all  the  alternatives 
available  for  the  development  of  a particular  region  can  be  viewed 
simultaneously,  permitting  tradeoffs  among  different  programs  and  high- 
lighting which  investment  is  eliminated  when  another  is  placed  in  the 
regional  budget.  This  would  afford  local  planning  agencies,  the  Gover- 
nors of  states,  and  Federal-State  planning  groups  such  as  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  the  opportunity  to  see  precisely  how  they  might  best 
utilize  their  limited  resources  in  complementing  the  programs  of  Federal 
agencies. 


II.  REGIONAL  BUDGET  AMALYSIS 
The  Relevance  of  a Regional  Budget  Constraint 

In  the  development  of  a joint  Agriculture-Army  water  resources  program 
for  the  Appalachian  Region,  the  most  important  step  is  to  establish  a 
regional  budget  constraint.  This  is  true  because  the  magnitude  of  this 
constraint  is  an  explicit  statement  of  the  priority  to  be  accorded  the 
Appalachian  Region  relative  to  the  other  regions  of  the  United  States  in 
regard  to  the  fulfillment  of  water  resource  needs. 

To  propose  a rational  plan  for  the  development  of  water  and  related 
land  resources  of  the  Appalachian  or  any  other  region  without  giving 
explicit  consideration  to  a budget  constraint  implies  that  there  is  an 
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infinite  amount  of  resources  available  for  funding  water  resources 
projects.  This,  of  course,  is  not  the  case.  This  assumption,  neverthe- 
less, has  been  implicit  in  recommendations  for  some  "early  action 
programs",  that  is,  the  projects  and  programs  which  should  be  initiated 
in  the  next  10-15  years.  In  light  of  this,  the  first  step  of  this 
analysis  was  to  identify  explicit  10  year  budget  constraints  for  the 
water  resource  programs  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  of  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  of  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Civil  Works  Program  of 
the  Department  of  the  Army. 

Magnitude  of  Regional  Budget  Constraints  for  Early  Action 

This  analysis  is  based  on  a 10  year  water  resources  budget  for  the 
Appalachian  Region  of  $1,866  million,  $436  million  for  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  $1,430  million  for  the  Department  of  the  Army.  These 
amounts  are  divided  between  two  five-year  planning  periods  as  follows: 


TABLE  1 

WATER  RESOURCES  BUDGET  FOR  APPALACHIA 
(in  millions) 


Planning  Period 


Department 
of  Agriculture 


Department 
of  the  Army 


Phase  I (1st  5 years) 
Phase  II  (2nd  5 years) 
Total  (10  years) 


151.0 

285.0 

436.0 


497.0 

933.0 
1,430.0 


Water  resources  projects  which  cannot  be  funded  within  these  budget  con- 
straints are  placed  in  a third  planning  period.  Phase  111,  and  it  is 


assumed  they  will  be  built  some  time  after  the  10-year  planning  period. 


5 


The  regional  water  resources  budget  for  Appalachia  shown  in  Table  1 
was  derived  as  follows.  The  Department  of  the  Army's  FY  1971-75  Water 
Resource  Investment  I’rogram  for  the  19  major  regions  of  the  nation 
totals  $5.5  billion.  The  intensity  of  the  water  resources  needs  of  the 
Appalachian  Region  relative  to  the  other  regions  amounts  to  13  percent  of 
the  total.  Therefore,  the  10-year  budget  for  Appalachia  is  13  percent  of 
$11.0  bi'lion  (.13  x 2 x 5.5)  or  $1,430  million.  In  the  five-year  period 
FY  196b-70  the  total  cost  of  Civil  Works  projects  started  in  the 
Appalachian  Region  amounted  to  $398  million.  In  Phase  I,  the  first  five- 
year  planning  period,  it  was  assumed  that  the  regional  budget  for  the 
Department  of  Army  would  amount  to  25  percent  more  than  the  total  cost  of 
new  starts  in  FY  1966-70  (1.25  x 398)  or  $497  million.  This  is  equivalent 
to  a 4.5  percent  annual  increase  in  the  program  over  the  five  year  period. 
Similarly,  the  Phase  I budget  for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  represents 
a 25  percent  increase  over  the  total  cost  of  structural  measures  in  water- 
shed projects  authorized  for  operations  in  Appalachia  for  the  five-year 
period  FY  1962-67  (1.25  x 121)  or  $151  million.  In  order  to  assure 
equitable  treatment  with  the  Department  of  the  Army  over  the  entire  10 
year  planning  period,  the  Department  of  Agriculture's  10  year  budget  of 
$436  million  bears  the  same  proportion  to  the  FY  1962-67  level  of  funding 
in  Appalachia  of  Sl21  million  as  does  the  Department  of  Army's  $1,430 
million  budget  to  the  FY  1966-70  level  of  $398  million.  This  is  the  same 
as  a 7 percent  annual  Increase  in  the  program  over  the  10  year  period. 


I 
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Allocation  oi  the  Regional  Budget  Among  Sub-Ke>;ions 

The  designation  o£  a budget  Cor  the  Appalachian  Region,  in  itself, 
will  not  suffice  for  the  decision  as  to  which  of  the  many  available  water 
resource  projects,  authorized  and  unauthorized,  should  be  started  during 
the  next  10  years,  since  the  total  cost  of  available  projects  far  exceeds 
the  $1.9  billion  budget  designated  for  Appalachia.  For  example,  some  339 
upstream  watershed  projects  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  having  a 
total  estaimated  cost  of  $3/4  billion  could  be  initiated  over  the  next  10 
years  in  Appalachia,  while  82  Civil  Works  projects  of  the  Department  of 
the  Army  having  a total  estimated  cost  of  $2.6  billion  also  could  be 
initiated  in  the  next  10  years.  Clearly,  a system  of  priorities  is  nec- 
essary in  order  to  make  the  decision  as  to  which  projects  are  built  and 
which  are  not  in  the  next  10  years. 

The  allocation  of  the  10  year  budget  among  the  10  water  sub- regions 
of  Appalachia  is  the  basis  of  the  system  of  priorities  used  by  both 
departments  in  tliis  analysis.  The  choice  of  the  10  water  sub- regions  as 
ttie  basic  decision-making  unit  follows  directly  from  the  planning  pro- 
cedures employed  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers'  Office  of  Appalachian 
Studies  in  conjunction  with  the  otiier  Federal  and  state  agencies.  The 
piiysical,  economic,  and  demograpliic  characteristics  of  Appalachia  vary 

among  sub- regions,  and  in  response  to  this  variation  a water  and  related 

2/ 

land  resource  plan  lias  been  formulated  for  each  of  the  10  sub- regions . ~ 
Based  on  tlie  data  contained  in  eacli  i)f  the  sub- regional  plans,  a 


2/  Sec,  in  tliis  connection,  Department  of  the  Army,  Office  of  Appalacliian 
Studies,  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia,  Main  Report:  Fart  I 
Summary  Report,  December  1969,  I’reface,  p.  xiii.  See  also  Main  Report: 
Fart  II  - Vols,  3,  4 and  5 for  a description  of  the  sub-regional  plans. 


recommended  allocation  of  the  10  year  regional  budget  in  percent,  both 
for  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  the  Army,  was 
decided  upon.  These  recommended  allocations  are  shown,  respectively, 
in  columns  (7)  and  (8)  of  Table  2.  Also  shown  in  Table  2,  in  columns  (1) 
through  (6),  are  sub- regional  allocations  based  on  various  criteria.  For 
example,  columns  (1)  through  (4)  show  allocations  based  on  the  relative 
intensity  of  water  resource  needs  among  the  10  sub- regions.  Columns  (5) 
and  (6),  on  the  other  hand,  show  allocations  based  on  sub-regional  popula 
tion  and  unemployment.  In  deriving  the  recommended  allocations,  emphasis 
was  given  to  the  allocations  based  on  unemp lo^mient  (column  6)  and  esti- 
mated flood  damage,  considering  the  upstream  damages  (column  2)  in  the 
case  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and  total  damages  (column  1)  in  the 
case  of  the  Department  of  the  Army. 

The  recommended  allocations  shown  in  columns  (7)  and  (8)  are,  over- 
all, quite  close,  such  differences  as  there  are  stemming  from  (1)  the 
different  weights  accorded  by  the  two  agencies  to  the  criteria  in  Table  2 
and  (2)  whether  or  not  the  agency  has  a program  in  a given  sub-region. 

An  example  of  this  last  point  is  found  in  the  recommended  allocation  of 
zero  percent  for  the  Department  of  the  Army's  program  in  Sub-Region  J, 
whereas  that  for  the  same  sub-region  for  Department  of  Agriculture  is  13 
percent.  The  Army  has  no  program  of  new  investments  in  the  Tennessee 
Valley,  which  is  the  area  covered  by  Sub-Region  J. 

Sub-Regional  Allocations  and  Project  Priorities 

The  selection  of  those  water  resource  projects  which  should  be 
initiated  for  construction  over  the  next  10  years  involved  these  steps, 
performed  individually  for  each  agency. 
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1.  The  allocation  of  the  10  year  and  Phase  I regional 
budgets  among  the  10  sub-regions  based  on  the  percentage  allo- 
cations shown  in  Table  2,  columns  (7)  and  (8); 

2.  The  ranking  of  all  available  water  resource  projects 
within  each  sub-region  in  priority  order;  the  priority  in 
general,  based  on  assessments  by  agency  officials  in  the  field; 

3.  Tile  selection  of  the  highest  priority  projects  within 
each  sub-region  until  the  I’hase  1 budget  for  the  sub-region  was 
exliausted  ; 

4.  The  computation  of  sub-regional  allocations  for  Phase  II 
of  the  early  action  program  by  subtracting  the  total  cost  of 
projects  selected  in  each  sub-region  in  Phase  1,  that  is,  the 
"commitment"  for  Phase  I from  the  10  year  allocation  for  the 
sub- region ; 

5.  The  selection  of  the  remaining  projects  within  each  sub- 
region  until  exliaustion  of  Phase  II  budget  for  the  sub-region;  and 

6.  The  listing,  under  Phase  III,  of  those  projects  which 
cannot  be  funded  within  the  10  year  period  given  the  regional 
budget  constraints  used  in  this  analysis. 

The  sub-regional  allocations  and  commitments  resulting  from  the  above 

steps  are  summarized,  for  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Army 

respectively,  in  Tables  3 and  4 on  the  following  pages,  while  the  specific 

water  resource  projects  selected  for  inclusion  in  the  10  year  regional 

water  resources  program  |o:  Appalailiia  a i e summarized,  respectively,  in 

Tables  5 and  b.  Part  IV  of  tliis  paper. 

One  aspect  of  I'.ibles  ( and  should  be  elaborated  upon.  It  has  to 

do  with  the  differences  between  the  Phase  I all  oatii)n  .ind  commitment 

shown  in  columns  (3)  and  (4)  ol  these  t.ibles.  lable  i,  tor  example,  shows 

that  whereas  the  Phase  1 ,illi)cation  i ouo-Kegi  ’n  h is  S30.2  million, 

this  sub-region  received  only  >ne-third  this  amount  or  410.7  million. 

This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  Dep.irtmenl  ot  Agriculture  .iccorded 

highest  priority  to  the  42  upstream  walerslied  projects,  including  lb 
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projects  having  special  developmental  promise,  which  were  highlighted  by 
the  Department  in  its  studies  of  the  Appalachian  Region.  And  the  distri- 
bution of  these  +2  projects  works  to  the  disadvantage  of  water  resource 
development  in  Sub- Reg ion  R during  Phase  I. 

Similar  differences  between  Phase  I allocations  and  commitments 
exist  with  regard  to  the  Department  of  the  Army  program.  Table  4,  for 
example,  shows  that  whereas  the  I’hase  I allocation  for  Sub-Region  E is 
S84.5  million,  this  sub-region  received  only  slightly  more  than  one-half 
tills  amount  or  S48.9  million.  This  difference  can  come  about  in  either 
of  two  ways.  One  is  the  fact  tliat  often  the  right  types  of  projects  are 
not  available  in  a given  sub-region  at  the  time  they  are  needed.  This 
illustrates  tlie  point  made  in  policy  issue  number  5 in  the  proposed  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  namely  tliat  existing  statutory  authorizations 
either  preclude,  or  often  are  interpreted  narrowly  to  preclude,  meaningful 
explorations  of  alternatives.  Some  alternatives  which  should  have  been 
studied  in  more  detail  in  the  Appalacliian  Water  Resources  Survey  include 
the  construction  of  regional  waste  water  treatment  systems,  the  design  and 
installation  of  distribution  systems  for  municipal  and  industrial  water 
supply,  and  flood-proofing.  Another  explanation  for  the  difference  between 
the  allocation  and  commitment  for  Sub-Region  E is  "project  lumpiness". 

Civil  Works  projects,  unlike  upstream  watershed  projects,  do  not  come  in 
discrete  bundles  of  uniform  size.  Thus  the  choice  in  Sub-Region  E was  to 
select,  in  addition  to  Dalton  Reservoir  and  Montgomery,  Alabama,  the  next 
highest  priority  project  costing  $210  million  and  thus  exceed  the  I’hase  I 
allocation  by  $174.4  million  or  to  under-subscribe  the  allocation,  which 
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is  what  was  done.  This  decision,  as  in  the  case  of  Department  of  Agri- 
culture, also  works  to  the  disadvantage  of  Sub-Region  E in  Phase  I. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  priorities  among  projects  within  sub- 
regions  used  in  this  paper  are  based  largely  on  assessments  made  by 
Departmental  officials  working  at  the  field  level  who  are  responsible  for 
the  programs  in  tlie  various  sub- regions.  In  making  these  assessments, 
officials  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  had  available,  among  other 
information,  an  analysis  which  assigned  each  upstream  watershed  project 
a numerical  index--thc  higher  ttie  index,  the  more  favorable  the  potential 
contribution  of  the  project  to  economic  growtli--based  on  these  kinds  of 
factors;  proximity  to  airports,  railroads,  interstate  or  Appalachian 
Corridor  Highways,  and  to  urban  centers;  potential  size  of  the  labor  pool 
in  the  project  area;  the  nature  of  the  project,  whether  multiple-purpose 
or  not;  and  quality  and  availability  of  land  for  development.  Department 
of  the  Army  officials  based  their  assessments  of  project  priorities,  among 
other  information,  on  tlie  results  of  benefit/cost  analysis,  including  in 
some  cases  an  index  of  the  potential  contriliution  of  the  project  to 
regional  employment. 

III.  SUGGESTIONS  FOR  EUTURE  ACTIONS 
Annual  Updating  of  the  ReRioital  Water  Resources  I’riigram 

The  regional  budget  formulated  in  this  paper  for  the  water  resource 
programs  of  the  Departments  of  Agriculture  and  tlie  Army  will  be  most  use- 
ful to  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  and  others  concerned  with 
investment  decisions  in  Appalachia  il  it  is  reviewed  and  revised  each  year. 
Annual  updating  of  the  regional  program  is  necessary  for  several  reasons: 
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to  reflect  changes  in  national,  regional,  and  local  priorities;  to  take 
advantage  of  improved  techniques  of  analysis  and  of  updated  data,  such 
as  that  in  the  1970  census;  and  to  reflect  changes  in  the  availability 
and  priority  of  the  individual  projects  within  the  10  water  sub-regions. 

Consideration  of  Sub-Regional  Allocations 

A basic  premise  of  this  paper  is  that  the  system  of  priorities 
established  in  the  planning  process  ought  to  be  reinforced  as  the  regional 
plan  moves  through  the  authorization  and  appropriation  processes  toward 
implementation.  One  way  in  which  this  can  be  done  is  through  considera- 
tion of  sub-regional  allocations  such  as  those  derived  in  this  paper  and 
summarized  in  Table  2.  At  the  present  time  Congress  periodically  acts 
on  the  River  Basin  Monetary  Authorizations  Bill  which  establishes  the 

3/ 

limits  on  annual  appropriations  within  specified  river  basins.  If 
this  program  is  to  be  extended  to  all  regions,  future  water  resource  plans 
should  follow  the  advances  made  in  the  Appalachian  Water  Resources  Report; 
that  is,  each  plan  would  contain  definitive  criteria  for  establishing  and 
recommending  sub-regional  allocations. 


2/  U.  S.  Congress,  House  of  Representatives,  Subcommittee  on  Flood 
Control  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Hearing:  River  Basin  Monetary 

Authorization  - 1969,  91st  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  December  9,  1969.  Honorable 
Robert  E.  Jones,  Chairman  of  the  Sub-Committee,  points  out  on  page  1 that 
monetary  authorizations  "...give  the  Congress  opportunity  to  review  and 
control  the  rate  of  accomplishment  of  the  basin  plans..." 


.M 
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TABU  6 

APPALACHIAN  RF.r.lf)K 

EARLY  ACTION  PROGRAM  - DEPARTMEKT  OF  THE  AHHY-' 
(Dollar  Amounts  In  Thousands) 
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Attachment  2 


ADDITIONAI.  COMMENTS  AND  SUGGESTIONS 
PROPOSED  REPORT  OF  T}ffi  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY 

on 

DEVELOPMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES  IN  APPALACHIA 


1.  It  is  suggested  that  the  following  paragraphs  be  reworded  to  reflect 
the  following: 

a.  Page  9-  Paragraph  3-  "Selected  Upstream  Watershed  Projects. 

That  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  be  authorized  to  x>roceed  with  the 
detailed  planning  of  the  forty-two  Appalachian  upstream  watershed 
projects  tabulated  on  page  1-7-7  of  this  Summary  Report,  and  to  carry- 
out such  plans,  giving  special  consideration  to  the  sixteen  projects 
included  in  this  group  which  preliminary  Investigations  showed  to  have 
considerable  developnental  promise  but  limited  user  benefits,  and  that 

he  submit  these  watershed  work  plans  to  the  Congress  through  the  President 
for  consideration,  in  accordance  with  the  principles  and  criteria  of 
Public  Law  83-566,  as  amended,  and  Public  Law  89-^." 

b.  Page  13.  Paragraph  g(U).  "...for  the  accelerated  land  treatment 

measures  of  the  Royalton  Reservolr-Salyersville  Area  plan,  assume  financial 
and  other  responsibilities  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  The 
Appalachian  Regional  Develoiment  Act,  PL  89-^,  Sec.  203.” 

2.  We  concur  with  your  recommendation  for  a pilot  study  to  provide  an 
improved  basis  for  evaluating  the  economic  development  effects  of  water 
resource  development  projects.  We  question,  however,  that  the  needed 
procedural  improvement  can  be  developed  from  a pilot  project  alone.  It 
is  suggested,  therefore,  that  implementation  of  the  Appalachian  water 
development  program  be  accompanied  by  and  contingent  on  an  intensive 
research  effort  designed  to  specify  the  role  and  relationship  of  water  and 
related  land  in  the  economic  growth  process  of  the  Appalachian  Region. 

3.  Some  editorial  comments  are  supplied  as  marginal  notes  in  the  attached 
copy  of  the  report . 


THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  COMMERCE 

Washington.  D C 20?30 


Aug  2 0 1970 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

Di’partment  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D,C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

With  reference  to  your  letter  dated  9 April  1970,  the  following 
comments  and  recommendations  are  submitted  following  a review  of  the 
report  of  study  entitled  "Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia." 

The  manner  in  which  economic  measurement  and  analysis  are  used  in  the 
Appalachian  Study  represents  a new  and  promising  approach  in  water 
resource  development.  Reference  here  is  to  the  major  role  that 
economic  considerations  appear  to  have  had  in  plan  formulation  in 
the  Appalachian  Report.  Particular  reference  is  made  to  the  use  of 
the  concepts  of  developmental  benchmarks  and  regionalization.  While 
this  use  of  economic  tools  greatly  enhances  the  Study,  it  also  points 
up  the  need  for  further  development  and  refinement  of  these  tools. 

Most  of  those  used  in  the  Study,  as  well  as  the  economic  conclusions 
drawn  frijm  their  use,  will  be  at  best  no  more  than  approximations. 
Considerable  additional  work  is  needed  before  they  can  be  applied 
rigorously  in  water  resource  planning. 

Commerce  concurs  with  the  reccxnmendation  (Page  1-34)  that  "There  is 
a need  for  a regional  transportatic^n  plan  which  would  include  effective 
integration  of  barge,  rail,  trucking,  and  air  services."  The  Maritime 
Administration  would  like  to  participate  in  such  planning.  The 
"navigation"  aspect  of  the  report  is  given  very  light  treatment.  It 
is  noted,  however,  that  "The  Ohio,  the  Tennessee,  and  the  Black  Warrior 
Rivers  have  navigation  systems  serving  Appalachia.  These  waterways 
have  been  of  economic  significance  to  Appalachia  and  each  generation 
has  modernized  them.  The  Chattahoochee,  the  Tombigbee,  and  the  CooSa 
Rivers  offer  future  potential  as  navigable  waterways." 

Of  particular  interest  to  Commerce,  also,  is  the  examination  of  methods 
for  the  reduction  of  flood  diimages — non-structural  means,  namely, 
flocxi  warning  services  for  the  Region.  To  be  sure  that  this  activity 
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would  be  gLven  consideration  in  developing  the  plan,  in  early  1968 
this  service  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  appropriate  Corps 
offices  responsible  for  the  assembly  of  the  various  Sub-Region  Reports. 
Our  review  n >w  sh  >ws  that  reports  for  Regions  B,  E,  E,  and  I contain 
good  reference,  while  reports  for  Regions  A,  G,  and  H contain  incomplete 
or  poor  reference,  and  for  Regions  C,  1),  and  J no  reference  at  all. 

In  Part  I of  the  Main  Report,  Section  I [-- Inf luences  that  Shaped  the 
Plan,  Paragraph  18,  on  Non-structural  Solutions,  indicates  that  a 
number  of  these  measures  was  ccjnsidered  "...to  the  extent  that  they 
are  practical  alternatives  to  the  traditional  approach  offered..." 

This  thought  is  followed  by  the  statement,  "Flood  plain  management 
programs  based  on  accurate  flood  plain  information  are  advocated  in 
all  areas  of  Appalachia  to  reduce  the  growing  rate  of  flooding 
damages."  This  could  stand  sharpening  to  assist  the  reader  by  adding 
"...such  as  zoning,  flood  warnings,  f 1 lod  insurance,  etc." 

A formal  flood  warning  service  is  not  available  for  all  damage  centers 
in  the  region.  Nevertheless,  a warning  service  is  a very  practical 
tool  for  reducing  damages  and,  probably,  the  only  method  (not  just  an 
alternative)  for  many  communities  where  protection  by  water-control 
structures  is  not  economically  feasible.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the 
Weather  Bureau  did  not  receive  funding  to  participate  in  the  Appalachia 
Study,  Consequently,  we  have  depended  upon  others  involved  in  this 
comprehensive  study  to  bring  appropriate  attention  to  the  role  of 
f lo.jd -Warning  services.  The  result  now,  however,  is  that  the  Summary 
Report,  Findings,  and  Conclusions  don^  contain  a single  recixanendation 
related  to  non-structural  flood  damage  reduction  measures. 


Sincere ly , 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  SERVICE 
ENVIRONMENTAL  HEALTH  SERVICE 
ROCKVlLl^e.  MARYl-AND  20«52 

emvirommemtal  Control 

ADMiNISTRATKM 


JUL  2 3 1970 


Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army 
Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C,  20201 

Dear  Mr . Jordan  : 

This  is  in  reply  to  your  letter  of  April  9,  1970  requesting 
comments  on  the  proposed  report,  "Development  of  Water 
Resources  in  Appalachia." 

The  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  has  served 
as  a member,  through  its  appointed  representative,  on  the 
Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia. 

In  such  capacity,  the  Department  has  cooperated  with  the 
other  participating  agencies  and  has  reviewed  sections  of 
the  report  for  health  aspects  considerations. 

The  Department  supports  the  objectives  of  an  improved 
economy  and  environment  for  Appalachia  and  has  no  objections 
to  offer  to  this  report. 


Sincerely  yours,  j 

/<■ — Raymond  T.  Moore,, j/.D. 
Acting  Commissioner 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

on  ICI.  OF  rilE  SFX:kF.l  ARY 
U A.SMI.\(;  ION,  DC  •m2M) 

AUG  1 0 1970 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 


This  replies  to  your  request  of  April  9,  1970,  for  our  comments  on  your 
prrjposed  report  entitled  "Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia." 

The  principal  objective  of  the  Appalachian  water  resource  planning,  as 
stated  in  the  Summary  Report,  is  regional  economic  development.  In 
achieving  this  worthy  objective  by  implementing  the  recommended  plan  of 
development  and  making  further  development  studies,  we  urge  that  every 
consideration  possible  be  given  to  protecting  and  improving  the  quality  of 
the  environment.  Intensive  studies  of  all  environmental  values  were  not 
made  as  a part  of  the  Water  Resources  Survey  and  further  attention  to  these 
values  will  be  required  as  additional  planning  is  undertaken. 

The  proposed  report  includes  recommendations  of  nine  specific  projects 
for  authorization  for  construction  as  early  action  elements.  The  recommended 
authorization  would  allow  modification  of  the  projects  as  you  deem  advisable. 
We  shall  expect  that  as  was  indicated  in  the  letter  from  the  Chief  of  Engineers, 
Lt.  Gen.  William  F.  Cassidy,  dated  February  16,  1968  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  will  confer  with  all  interested  Federal  and 
State  agencies  on  any  significant  changes  in  project  scope. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  various  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  participated  in  the  study  and  that  at  least  seven  of  the  volumes  con- 
tain submissions  of  these  agencies.  Wo  concur  with  your  general  recommen- 
dations and  offer  the  attached  comments  for  your  use  in  the  design  and 
operation  phases  of  the  plan.  If  the  recommendations  we  offer  are  complied 
with,  we  have  no  objection  to  the  proposed  report. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  presenting  our  views. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Hon.  Stanley  R.  Resor 
Secretary  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  <10310 


Enclosure 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

()ffic;e  of  the  secretary 

VVASHIXCTON,  D C.  20240 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
COMMENTS  ON 

THE  REPORT  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  THE  ARMY  ENTITLED: 
"DEVELOPMENT  OF  WATER  RESOURCES  IN  APPALACHIA" 


We  find  from  the  report  that  certain  work  and  studies,  including  harbor 
and  levee  work  and  watershed  projects,  are  planned  in  Chautaugua, 
Cattaraugus,  and  Allegany  Counties  of  Western  New  York,  and  in  McKean 
County  of  Pennsylvania,  which  could  affect  lands  in  the  Cattaraugus, 
Allegany,  Oil  Spring,  and  Cornplanter  Indian  Reservations.  The  govern- 
ment of  these  reservations  is  consolidated  in  "the  Seneca  Nation  of 
Indians,  " a corporate  body  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York. 

Although  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  no  jurisdictional  responsi- 
bility for  these  reservations,  the  United  States  recognizes  the  Seneca 
Nation  and  remains  obligated  to  protect  certain  treaty  rights.  The  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs  has  a liaison  office  at  Salamanca,  New  York,  on  the 
Allegany  Reservation,  which  has  the  responsibility  to  protect  Indian 
rights  of  the  Seneca  Nation  during  the  construction  of  Kinzua  Allegheny 
Project.  That  office  may  be  contacted  concerning  technical  matters 
about  the  above  named  reservations. 

We  also  note  that  future  studies  are  planned  in  the  area  of  the  Cherokee 
Reservation  in  Western  North  Carolina.  That  reservation  is  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  The  Cherokee  Agency 
Office  at  Cherokee,  North  Carolina,  should  be  contacted  in  matters  where 
Indian  lands  and  rights  on  that  reservation  may  be  affected. 

For  each  of  the  Corps'  reservoirs  designed  for  flood -control  benefits, 
there  is  either  presently  available  or  there  are  plans  to  collect  sufficient 
hydrologic  data  to  determine  flood  frequency  and  magnitude  of  the  streams 
above  each  site.  A study  of  the  watershed  projects  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  one  state  indicates  that  such  data  are  probably  not  available 
for  all  of  the  proposed  watershed  projects.  Once  projects  are  screened 
and  recommended  for  early  action,  streamflow  data  should  be  collected  to 
substantiate  the  estimates  used  in  project  screening  and  for  design 
modification  as  required. 


None  of  the  nine  projects  proposed  for  early  action  include  hydroelectric 
power  as  a project  function.  The  report  shows  that  an  additional  25,  000  MW 
of  peaking  capacity  will  be  needed  in  the  15  power  service  areas  serving 
Appalachia  by  1980  and  that  economical  electric  power  is  crucial  to 
growth  of  the  Appalachian  region.  As  described  in  the  main  report,  the 
region  is  endowed  with  natural  resources  containing  all  the  elements 
for  the  production  of  significant  amounts  of  hydroelectric  power.  The 
Federal  Power  Commission  has  listed  in  Appendix  B of  the  report 
approximately  200  undeveloped  liydr oelectric  power  sites  having  over 
29,000  MW  of  capacity.  We  an-  concerned  that  the  development  of  hydro- 
electric power  poti'iitials  was  not  fully  reflected  in  the  final  report. 

The  Appalachian  Water  Resources  Plan  assumed  that  the  power  companies 
will  provide  the  electric  energy  as  fast  as  it  is  needed.  We  believe  that 
where  a hydroelectric  power  function  is  considered  advisable,  the  question 
of  public  or  private  development  is  not  the  initial  issue  or  concern. 
Irrespective  of  the  ultimate  developer  of  particular  sites,  the  initial 
concern  is  whether  the  returns  from  the  natural  resources  will  be 
mjiximized,  with  the  desire  to  derive  the  greatest  benefits  to  the  vital 
Af>palachian  region  whenever  a site  is  developed. 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Resources  appendix  discusses  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  resource  problems,  status  of  fishing  and  hunting,  and  means 
of  satisfying  fishing  and  hunting  needs  of  the  Appalachian  Region.  We 
believe  that  the  appendix  presents  an  accurate  view  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  in  Appalachia. 

The  recommended  report  contains  a vast  array  of  projects  which  have 
the  potential  to  destroy  or  damage  the  Region's  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
unless  adequate  ccjnsideration  is  given  to  protection  of  these  resources. 

The  report  states  that  "In  those  instances  where  adverse  ecological 
effects  will  occur  due  to  the  construction  of  a proposed  [)roject  every 
reasonable  compensatory  action  has  been  proposed  to  mitigate  these  effects.  " 

We  concur  that  c-very  effort  should  be  made  to  mitigate  losst's  and  that 
every  project  plan,  to  be  acceptable,  should  include  provisions  to  make 
whole;  that  which  it  destroys.  We  are  concerned  that  many  of  the  plans 
contain  stream  channelization  work.  It  is  well  established  that  this  type 
of  work  is  extre'mely  damaging  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  base. 

Eh'ments  <jf  the  comprehensive  plan  which  involve  extensive  stream 
channelization  should  be  given  additional  and  careful  scrutiny,  with 
approval  depend«'nt  on  satisfactory  mitigation  of  lf)sses. 


44 


We  are  pleased  that  the  plan  for  Whiteoak  Reservoir  provides  for  land 
acquisition  for  wildlife  purposes.  We  believe  that  for  clarity,  your 
report  should  be  modified  to  state  that  this  area  will  be  managed  by  the 
Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 


We  believe  that  the  degree  of  attention  given  to  environmental  enhance- 
ment and  restoration  is  somewhat  overstated.  Plan  formulation  was 
directed  primarily  toward  meeting  flood  control  and  navigation  needs. 
Consequently,  broader  environmental  considerations  were  treated 
somewhat  defensively  and  are  presented  as  reactions  to  projects  and 
programs,  rather  than  as  fundamental  objectives  of  plan  formulation. 
Certainly,  much  additional  work  needs  to  be  done  in  connection  with  the 
preparation  of  authorizing  documents  and  in  conducting  future  studies 
in  order  to  give  this  matter  the  attention  required  by  existing  laws  and 
policies . 

We  agree  that  the  magnitude  of  the  early-action  plan  is  excessive  in 
view  of  the  funds  likely  to  be  available  for  these  purposes  in  the  near 
future,  and  that  it  is  imperative  that  a priority  system  be  established 
within  the  context  of  a total  program  for  the  Appalachian  region.  In 
view  of  the  marked  differences  between  the  views  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  those  expressed  in  the  reports  of  the  Office  of  Appalachian 
Studios,  reference  to  the  priorities  set  forth  in  Table  11-1  of  the  Summary 
Report  seems  inappropriate  and  should  be  reappraised.  Since  outdoor 
recreation  constitutes  a significant  element  of  the  early-action  plan, 
we  would  like  to  participate  in  any  future  discussion  and  planning  aimed 
at  further  defining  and  establishing  priorities. 


We  concur  that  the  role  of  water  resource  projects  as  a primary 
inducement  to  economic  activity  is  difficult  to  assess.  This  is  p.irticu- 
larly  true  with  respect  to  outdoor  recrt>ation  where  there  is  little  in  the 
way  of  past  experience  or  research  to  provide  a basis  for  evaluating 
regional  benefits.  If  a pilot  study  is  initialed,  adequate  funds  and  effort 
should  be  progr, mimed  to  take  full  advantage  of  this  opportunity  to 
advance  the  "state  of  the  art." 

We  note  the  strong  endorsement  of  the  cost-sharing  principles  of  Public 
Daw  89-7il  contained  in  the  Secretary's  draft  report.  However,  the 
proposed  libc-ralization  and  10-ycar  moratorium  with  respect  to  repayment 
of  capital  costs  and  interest  raises  questions  of  further  liberalization  of 
cost-sharing,  such  as  the  costs  of  operation  and  maintenance  of  recrea- 
tion areas.  Phis  subject  should  receive  additional  consideration  by  the 
Congrt'ss. 
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With  oru  exception  we  are  in  basic  agreement  with  the  "General 
Recommendations"  set  forth  by  the  Secretary.  General  Recommendation  5 
should  be  modified  to  adhere  more  closely  to  the  intent  of  Sec.  6(a) 

Public  Law  89-7Z  by  requiring  that  all  recreation  planning  be  coordinated 
with  and  guided  by  the  statewicie  outdoor  recreation  plans  of  each  of  the 
states  in  the  region,  and  that  any  recreation  developments  resulting  from 
such  planning  be  in  conformance  with  the  aforementioned  statewide 
recreation  plans. 

We  are  unable  to  understand  the  inapplicability  of  the  Federal  Water 
Project  Recreation  Act  (P.  Lv.  H9-7ii)  to  the  establishment  of  the  trout 
rearing  station  at  Hipes  Reservoir.  We  believe  that  this  law'  fully 
covers  all  fish  and  wildlife  enhancement  measures  which  are  indeed 
recreation  oriented.  We  believe  that  the  cost  sharing  requirement  of 
P.  L.  89-7Z  should  be  applied  to  this  project  feature.  We  recommend 
that  your  proposed  report  be  modified  accordingly. 

Our  studies  indicated  significant  recreation  potential  for  meeting 
identified  outdoor  recreation  needs,  and  general  consistency  v^dth  the 
appropriate  statewdde  outdoor  recreation  plans  with  respect  to  the 
following  projects: 


Whiteoak  Reservoir,  Ohio 
Dalton  Reservoir,  Georgia 
Hipes  Reservoir,  Virginia 
Clinchfield  Reservoir,  North  Carolina 
Roaring  River  Reservoir,  North  Carolina 
Curry  Creek  Reservoir,  Georgia 

Royalton  Reservoir,  Kentucky  (Sec  enclosed  copy  of 
April  Z,  1968,  memorandum  for  additional  comments 
on  this  project) 

We  concur  with  the  Secretary's  classification  of  the  above  projects  as 
early -action  elements. 

Our  studies  and  report  indicated  that  serious  environmental  problems 
remain  unresolved  w'ith  respect  to  the  following; 

Logan  Reservoir,  Ohio 

St.  Petersburg  Reservoir,  Pennsylvani 
Royal  Glen  Reservoir,  West  Virginia 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Secretary  has  recognized  these  problems  and 
deleted  the  Logan  and  St.  Petersburg  projects  from  the  ea  rly -act  ion  plan. 
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Wo  regret  that  similar  action  was  not  taken  with  respect  to  the  Royal 
Glen  project.  We  do  not  consider  the  qualification  placed  on  the  Royal 
Glen  Reservoir  and  Channel  adequate  to  assure  full  consideration  of  an 
alternative  plan  to  develop  and  enhance  the  recreation  potentials  of  the 
South  Branch  of  the  Potomac  River  in  its  free-flowing  state. 

Further,  to  a substantial  degree,  the  benefits  accruing  to  the  Royal 
Glen  project  would  seem  to  t;volve  from  the  potential  future  development 
of  a flood-prone  area.  This  appears  to  conflict  with  the  intent  of 
Executive  Order  No.  11296.  We  strongly  urge  that  further  detailed 
studies  of  these  aspects  be  conducted  prior  to  authorization  and  that 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  revise  his  report  by  deleting  the  Royal  Glen 
project  as  an  element  of  the  early-action  plan  and  placing  it  in  the 
category  of  "Proj<?cts  to  be  Consideri'd  for  Future  i uthorization"  in 
order  that  the  appropriate,  detailed  studies  can  be  conducted  to  resolve 
these'  issues. 

We  find  the  recommendation  "that  the  Corps  of  Fingineers  be  authorized 
to  undertake  a program  for  the  abatement  of  acid  mine  drainage  in  the 
Clarion  River  Basin  . . . " of  particular  interest  and  significance. 

Strip  mine  area  reclamation  and  acid  mine  flrainage  are  subjects  of 
spe'cial  significtince  to  thc>  Appalachian  region  and  ones  which  received 
far  too  little  attention  in  the  course  of  the  subject  studies.  We  have  a 
special  interest  in  the  Clarion  River  in  regard  to  its  designation  as  a 
potential  c'lement  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  as 
well  as  programs  carried  on  by  the  F’ederal  Water  Quality  Administra- 
tion and  the  Bureau  of  Mines.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  ,any  abatement 
program  should  be  closely  coordinated  with  the  recreation  planning 
and  pollution  abatement  programs  associated  with  this  river. 

.Since  the  preparation  of  the  subject  report,  additional  information  has 
and  will  continue  to  be  developed  on  s[>ecific  water  pollution  problems 
in  the  Appalachia  area  and  on  methods  for  their  control.  For  instance, 
improvements  have  evolved  in  advanced  waste  trt'atment  methods.  We 
recommend  that  the  projects  recommendc'd  for  authorization  be  reevaluate 
during  advanc<'d  engineering  and  design  studies  to  determine  if  the  water 
supply  and  wat«'r  quality  control  nec'ds  and  benefits  should  be  revised. 

On  page  1-5-15,  at  the  end  of  the  section  titli'd  "Of  Water  Quality 
Consideration,"  the  report  states:  ".  . . watc'r  quality  storage  has 
been  incorporated  in  re'servoirs  only  for  those  cases  where  st'condary 
sewage  treatment  will  clearly  not  be  able  to  prevent  unacceptable 
degradation  of  stream  quality." 
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SoccHidary  sc-wagt*  treatmt!nt  is  a necessary  prerequisite  to  the  con- 
sideration of  water  quality  storage  but  not  a sufficient  reason  for 
"incorporating”  storage  in  the  reservoir.  We  feel  that  the  emphasis 
has  been  misplaced  and  recommend  that  the  statement  be  changed  to 
read;  . . water  quality  storage  has  been  given  consideration  in 
reservoirs  only  for  those  cases  where  secondary  treatment  will  not  be 
able  to  assure  acceptable  stream  quality.  " This  rewording  is  intended 
to  reflect  a positive  philosophy  of  seeking  assurance  of  high  quality 
water,  rather  th.an  to  reflect  a "clear"  demonstration  that  water  quality 
not  be  degraded  to  an  unacceptable  level. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD 


Addret*  to 

commanoant(AW  L) 

U S COAST  GUARD 
WASHINGTON.  DC 
20591 


2 4 JUN  1970 


Mr.  Robert  H.  Jorcian,  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army 

LX'partment  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

IXar  Mr.  Jordan: 

'rhis  is  in  reply  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army's  letter  of  9 April  1970  addressed 
to  Secretary  Volpe,  which  was  referred  to  the  Commandant  of  the  U.  S.  Coast 
(Tuard  for  response.  The  subject  letter  requested  comments  on  the  proposed 
report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  concerning  the  "Development  of  Water 
Resources  in  Appalachia".  The  rcqxrrt  lias  been  reviewed  by  the  appropriate 
operating  administrations  of  the  Department  and  the  following  comments  are 
offered. 


The  Federal  Highway  Administration  notes  that  estimated  costs  for  relocating 
sections  of  Federal-aid  Primary  Route  83  ..nd  U.S.  Route  68  in  the  vicinity  of  tlie 
proposed  Wliiteoak  Dam  project  are  based  on  I960  standards.  Tliese  estimates 
would,  of  course,  liave  to  be  increased  to  reconstruct  the  highways  to  the  standards 
required  for  the  traffic  tliat  will  exist  when  the  reservoir  is  built  as  is  necessary 
under  current  law.  It  was  further  noted  that  the  modified  project  for  Logan  Dam 
and  Reservoir  would  require  relocations  and  alTandonments  of  ap^iroximately  2f) 
miles  of  non -Federal -aid  routes.  Tlie  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  also  recommends 
tliat  the  first  sentence  of  Paragraph  11,  Chapter  17,  Part  III,  Volume  II,  ( I’VA) 
be  clianged  to  read;  "All  lughway  relocations  will  lx‘  constructed  to  current 
standards  for  the  traffic  existing  at  the  time  of  tlie  undertaking.  " 

The  Coast  Guard  notes  tlvat  the  various  proposed  projects  would  provide  adilitional 
water  oriented  recreaiional  facilities  and  the  attendant  increase  in  boating  would 
concern  Coast  Guard  administration  of  the  safe  Ixiating  programs.  Additionally, 
the  development  of  the  Coosa  River  navigation  projection  would  directly  involve 
Coast  Guard  responsibilities  as  related  to  safety  of  navigation,  bridge  require- 
ments, aids  to  navigation  and  the  administration  aiul  enforcement  of  the  Merchant 
Marine  Safety  regulations. 


Tlie  Department  of  Transportation  finds  no  objections  to  the  recommeni  ations 
set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  tJie  Army  and  the  opportunity  afforded 
to  review  the  report  and  offer  comments  is  appreciated. 


Sincerely, 


A.  A.  HECKMAN  t 

Captain,  U.  S.  Coast  Guard  , , 

Acting  Chief,  Office  of  Public  and  International  Affairs 


SO 


FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 
Washington,  D.C.  20426 

rw  BEPLV  REFER  TO 


Honorable  Stanley  R.  Resor 
Secretary  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 


JUN  a 0 1970 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

This  is  in  response  to  Mr.  Robert  Jordan's  letter  of  April  9,  1970, 
Inviting  conunents  by  the  Commission  relative  to  your  proposed  report  on 
the  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia. 

Based  on  the  studies  made  by  your  Department  with  participation  by 
the  various  Appalachian  States  and  Federal  agencies  concerned,  your 
report  recommends  a general  water  and  related  land  resources  plan  for 
Appalachia.  The  estimated  cost  of  projects  and  programs  included  in 
the  plan  is  in  excess  of  $2.4  billion.  The  plan  would  Include  certain 
State  projects  and  certain  Federal  projects  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Army  and  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au- 
thority. Among  the  elements  of  the  plan  recommended  for  early  action 
are  eight  major  reservoir  projects  to  be  constructed  by  the  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers  and  a 14-reservoir  system  for  the  Upper  French  Broad  River 
Basin  to  be  constructed  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority.  At  none  of 
tiiese  projects  would  hydroelectric  power  be  included  as  a project  purpose. 

The  Commission  was  represented  on  the  Water  Development  Coordinating 
Committee  for  Appalachia  through  its  Atlanta  Regional  Office.  The  Com- 
mission staff  prepared  Appendix  B to  your  Department's  report  covering 
power  requirements  and  power  supply  for  tlie  region.  The  staff  has  also 
reviewed  the  completed  report  and  has  made  studies  of  the  power  possibili- 
ties of  the  proposed  projects. 

Studies  by  the  Commission's  staff  show  that  at  only  one  of  the  eight 
major  reservoir  projects  recommended  for  construction  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  would  the  value  of  project  power  exceed  the  incremental  cost 
of  installing  power  facilities.  This  is  the  Clinchfield  Project,  Nortli 
Carolina  and  South  Carolina,  where  an  installed  capacity  of  about  60,000 
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kilowatts  would  be  possible.  This  favorable  economic  evaluation  is  based 
upon  the  use  of  Federal  financing  at  an  annual  interest  rate  of  4-7/8 
percent.  At  six  of  the  major  reservoir  projects,  hydroelectric  power 
installations  of  5,000  kilowatts  or  less  would  be  possible.  However, 
none  of  these  installations  would  be  economically  justified.  Tliey  are 
the  recommended  projects  of  Royalton,  Kentucky;  Royal  Glen,  West  Virginia; 
Roaring  River,  North  Carolina;  Curry  Creek,  Georgia;  Dalton,  Georgia;  and 
Whiteoak,  Ohio.  Tiie  staff  studies  show  also  that  an  installation  of 
21,000  kilowatts  could  be  made  at  the  recommended  Hipes  project,  Virginia, 
but  that  such  a development  would  not  be  economically  justified  at  this 
time. 

The  14  reservoirs  proposed  for  construction  by  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  in  the  Upper  French  Broad  River  Basin,  North  Carolina,  would 
range  in  size  up  to  55,000  acre-feet  of  storage  capacity  and  control 
drainage  areas  ranging  up  to  129  square  miles.  The  Commission  staff 
studies  show  that  these  reservoir  projects  would  not  be  adaptable  for 
economical  hydroelectric  power  development. 

Your  proposed  report  lists  certain  projects,  including  three  pro- 
posed reservoir  projects,  to  be  considered  for  future  authorization  for 
construction  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  largest  of  these  is  the  St. 
Petersburg  project  on  the  Clarion  River  in  Pennsylvania.  As  proposed, 
this  project  would  have  a conventional  and  pumped  storage  hydroelectric 
installation  amounting  to  420,000  kilowatts.  The  recommendation  on  this 
project  is  being  deferred  since  the  site  is  in  a reach  of  river  designated 
for  study  as  a possible  wild,  scenic,  or  recreation  river  under  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  Should  this  reservoir  project  be  constructed,  it 
would  Inundate  the  existing  28,800-kilowatt  Piney  hydroelectric  develop- 
ment of  the  Pennsylvania  Electric  Company.  The  Piney  development  is 
licensed  by  the  Commission  as  Project  No.  309  for  a period  terminating 
on  October  12,  1972. 

The  material  furnished  by  the  Commission  staff  in  Appendix  B to 
your  Department's  report  shows  that  there  are  some  conventional  and 
numerous  pumped  storage  sites  for  hydroelectric  power  development  in 
the  Appalachian  Region.  Most  of  these  sites  could  be  developed  to 
serve  multiple  purposes,  including  recreational  uses.  It  appears 
desirable  that  these  potential  developments  be  considered  fully  in 
future  studies  of  developmental  programs  for  the  region. 

Based  on  its  consideration  of  the  reports  of  your  Department  and 
the  studies  by  its  own  staff,  the  Commission  concludes  that  of  tiic  proj- 
ects In  the  general  water  and  related  land  resources  plan  for  Appalachia 
recommended  for  early  construction,  only  the  Clinchfleld  reservoir  project 
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in  North  Carolina  and  South  Carolina  appears  to  provide  opportunity  for 
economical  hydroelectric  power  development.  The  Commission  believes 
that  the  feasibility  of  developing  power  should  be  considered  in  any 
further  studies  of  this  project. 


1 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20310 


ENGCW-PD 


7 AUG  1970 


Honorable  John  N.  Nasslkas 
Chairman,  Federal  Power  Commission 
Washington,  D.  C.  20426 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

This  Is  In  reply  to  the  letter  of  June  30,  1970,  from  the  Acting  Chairman 
commenting  on  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the 
Development  of  Water  Resources  In  Appalachia. 

The  Acting  Chairman  concluded  that  the  proposed  Cllnchfleld  Reservoir  in 
North  Carolina  and  South  Carolina  appears  to  provide  opportunity  for 
economical  hydroelectric  power  development.  The  studies  presented  In 
the  Appalachian  report  Indicate  that  such  power  development  would  be 
uneconomical,  based  on  power  values  furnished  by  FPC  at  the  time  of  form- 
ulation and  evaluation  studies  and  on  design  and  operation  considerations 
for  other  project  functions.  Should  the  proposed  Cllnchfleld  Reservoir 
be  authorized,  further  consideration  will  be  given  to  power  development 
during  advanced  planning,  using  then  current  power  values  and  other  form- 
ulation and  evaluation  criteria. 

The  letter  from  your  agency  and  this  reply  will  accompany  the  report  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  when  It  Is  transmitted  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  for  submission  to  the  President  and  the  Congress. 

Sincerely , 

/s/ 

Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Civil  Functions) 
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Tennessee  Valley  Authority 

KNOXVILLE.  TENNESSEE  37902 


OFFICE  OF  THE  BOARD  OF  DIRECTORS 


Ju'y  '•.’970 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the 

Secretary  of  the  Array  (Civil  Functions) 

Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  .Jordan; 

Your  invitation  to  comment  on  the  Proposed  Report  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  on  the  "Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia" 
is  appreciated. 

The  participation  of  TVA  in  the  conduct  of  this  study  primarily 
involved  the  Tennessee  Valley  portion  of  Appalachia.  Our  review 
also  has  been  limited  largely  to  items  directly  affecting  this  area. 

From  this  viewpoint,  we  find  no  basis  for  disagreement  with  the 
report  of  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  and  have  no  suggestions 
for  change  in  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army. 

Both  the  Yellow  Creek  Port  and  Upper  French  Broad  River  projects 
of  TVA,  which  are  included  in  the  plan,  amply  fit  the  objectives  of 
the  Appalachian  legislation.  We  endorse  the  proposed  recommendation 
of  the  Secretary  concerning  these  projects  as  early  action  elements 
of  the  plan.  On  page  7 of  the  Secretary's  report,  there  is  a paragraph 
pointing  out  that  the  early  action  plan  is  not  a complete  plan  for  the 
development  of  water  resources  in  Appalachia.  This  point  is  certainly 
true  for  the  Tennessee  Valley  area;  the  two  projects  recommended 
are  only  a part  of  the  additional  kinds  of  programs  and  investigations 
which  the  detailed  report  shows  to  be  needed. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  projects  and  programs  to  achieve  the 
expected  expansion  effects  in  Appalachia  is  dependent  on  many  other 
public  and  private  investments  and  decisions.  It  is  encouraging  that 
the  Secretary's  proposed  report  recognizes  this  fact  and  its  implications 
for  implementation  arrangements.  The  two  TVA  projects  will  be  initiated 
as  integral  elements  of  area  development  activities  designed  to  assure 
that  project-associated  investments  are  forthcoming. 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 


July  1970 


The  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  is  to  be  commended  for  its  ambitious 
effort  in  carrying  out  this  extremely  complex  assignment.  We  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  that  effort. 


Sincerely  yours, 


S^crUmry  nf  rh^  /nt^rntt 
Chairman 

S#<  F9t!%rv  n/  A^nt  ultuti> 

5#i  r^titry  nf  th^  Army 

5»>  r^t»ry  <>/ 

fduK  afion  ant/ 

S>f  rararv  of  Traniporra  t/on 

Chm-rm/to.  Federml  Powr 
Commi»*ion 


WATER  RESOURCES  COUNCIL 

SUITE  900 

1025  VERMONT  AVENUE  NW 
WASHINGTON  DC  20005 


JUL  3 0 WO 


Dear  Mr.  Secretary; 

By  letter  dated  April  9,  1970,  Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III,  transmitted 
your  proposed  report,  together  with  other  pertinent  papers,  on  the 
"Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia"  to  the  Water  Resources 
Council  for  review  and  comment. 

We  have  reviewed  the  report  with  groat  interest.  We  note  that  the  plan 
set  forth  in  the  report  for  the  development  of  water  resources  in 
Appalachia  has  been  formulated  and  evaluated  generally  in  accordance 
with  the  new  planning  concepts  and  principles  for  Federal  participation 
in  the  preparation  of  comprehensive  regional  or  river  basin  plans  and 
for  the  formulation  and  evaluation  of  Federal  water  and  related  land 
resource  projects  now  being  developed  by  the  Water  Resources  Council. 

Accordingly,  the  Water  Resources  Council  has  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  your  proposed  report  to  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  and  to  the  President  for  his  recomniendations . 


Honorable  Stanley  R.  Resor 
Secretary  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 
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III.  VIEWS  OF  THE  APFALACHIAN  STATES 


State  of  Alabama 


f»E»T  P.  Pv.E«A,tO 

00>(*>N0«> 


GovEPNCPts  orr»ct 
MONTGOME  RY 

July  6,  1970 


rir.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 
Special  /vssistant  to  the 
Secretary  of  Army 
Department  of  Army 
Viashington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  iir . Jordan: 

Since  1969,  Alabama  has  been  methodically  developing  a 
broader  approach  to  more  fully  capitalize  on  the  potential 
water  resources  development  contribution  to  the  State's 
overall  economic  development.  Act  #186  of  the  1969  Session 
authorizes  the  organization  of  a public  corporation  named 
the  Coosa  Valley  Autliority  to  issue  bonds  and  administer 
expenditures  for  the  non-Federal  cost  of  improving  the  Coosa 
IVaterway.  Through  constitutional  amendment,  by  Act  #162  of 
the  1969  Legislature,  the  voters  of  Alabama  provided  for  the 
authorization  of  $10  million  in  bonds  specifically  for  the 
non-Federal  estimated  cost  of  improving  the  Coosa  River 
Waterway  for  navigation  from  Montgomery  to  the  Alabama-Georgia 
boundary.  In  full  support  of  these  specific  legislative  acts 
is  the  establishment  of  the  Alabama  Development  Office  by 
Act  #697  passed  during  the  1969  Session.  This  office  will 
provide  for  the  efficient  coordination  of  and  cooperation  in 
the  programs  of  the  various  governmental  agencies,  groups, 
and  institutions  within  the  State  in  promoting  the  human, 
economic  and  physical  resources  of  the  State.  Upon  this 
groundwork,  Alabama  is  well  prepared  to  concur  with  the  Secre- 
tary's reconunendations  for  the  Coosa  River  Waterway  and  to 
participate  fully  in  continuing  State-Federal  partnerships  in 
guiding  the  evaluation  of  water  resources  development  concept. 

Tiie  State  of  Alabama  believes  that  a significant  forward  step 
has  been  made  by  the  U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  and  its 
cooperating  agencies  in  the  preparation  of  the  report  on  water 
resources  development  in  Appalachia.  In  the  relatively  recent 
past,  planning  for  water  resources  development  has  been 
evolving  to  recognize  the  multiple  purposes  that  can  be  serv’ed 
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by  such  investments.  The  present  report  adds  new  dimensions 
to  this  evaluation  by  recognizing  additional  purposes  involv- 
ing State  and  Federal  agencies  more  fully  in  the  planning 
process,  designing  projects  with  expanded  purposes  in  mind, 
and  recognizing  the  need  for  associated  action  to  be  taken  to 
achieve  the  objectives  desired. 

In  the  preparation  of  this  report,  as  is  true  of  many  stated 
steps,  not  all  the  innovations  are  fully  perfected  but  a new 
phase  in  water  resources  planning  has  been  initiated.  We 
believe  that  the  Secretary's  report  properly  recognizes  and 
encourages  some  of  these  innovations,  and  in  other  areas 
should  strongly  endorse  progress  made. 

In  the  realm  of  institutional  innovation,  the  joining  of  State 
and  Federal  representatives  in  the  Water  Development  Coordi- 
nating Committee  for  Appalachia  made  a wholesome  addition  to 
the  quality  of  the  undertaking,  and  a mechanism  for  its  con- 
tinuation should  be  established.  The  WDCCA  was  useful  for 
two  reasons.  First,  it  brought  into  the  plan  formulation  the 
knowledge,  authorities,  and  points  of  view  of  a fuller  range 
of  agencies  and  their  constituents.  Of  equal  importance,  the 
WDCCA  operated  in  context  of  state-developed  and  regionally- 
approved  plans  for  the  overall  development  of  Appalachia  so 
that  water  resources  development  could  be  planned  in  harmony 
with  other  existing  and  contemplated  undertakings.  This 
beneficial  experience  should  be  perpetuated  in  a continuing 
organization  that  can  assess,  establish,  and  revise  priority 
as  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  or  its  successor  con- 
tinues the  effort  to  develop  this  region. 

As  a direct  outgrowth  of  the  evolving  plan  for  the  development 
of  the  region  and  the  participation  of  state  agencies  in  the 
planning  process,  it  was  possible  to  design  and  evaluate  pro- 
posed projects  that  would  enhance  the  economic  potential  of 
affected  areas.  Under  the  general  title  of  expansion  benefits, 
the  Corps  reported  details  and  evaluated  the  anticipated  changes 
in  regional  economic  expansion  that  could  follow  the  creation 
of  a new  water  resources  situation.  In  response  to  these 
relatively  new  characteristics  of  water  resources  planning,  a 
new  index  of  performance  was  devised  and,  in  the  draft  report 
of  the  Appalacliian  studios,  costs  were  allocated  to  this  pur- 
pose. In  our  view,  it  is  unfortunate  that  the  Secretary  has 
not  seen  fit  to  recognize  economic  expansion  as  a project  pur- 
pose in  cost  allocation.  This  is  inconsistent,  in  our  view, 
and  has  cast  a cloud  on  the  entire  concept  which  is  fundamental 
to  the  use  of  water  resources  investments  in  overall  develop- 
ment. We,  therefore,  urge  the  Secretary  to  reconsider  his 
position  and  to  recognize  that  regional  expansion  be  an  element 
in  cost  allocation  to  reflect  the  impact  water  resources  pro- 
jects will  have  upon  the  performance  of  the  region. 
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If  the  full  potential  benefits  of  water  resources  projects 
are  to  bo  realized,  State  and  local  investments  and  other 
activities  will  be  required.  We,  in  Alabama,  have  already 
taken  fundamental  steps  in  that  direction,  as  will  be  indi- 
cated below,  but  from  the  viewpoint  of  the  region  as  a 
whole,  we  strongly  support  the  Secretary's  recommendation 
that  the  Federal  Government  advance  non-Federal  cost  for  a 
ten-year,  interest-free  period.  This  will  help  enable  the 
region,  with  its  presently  limited  financial  resources,  to 
make  the  necessary  associated  investment  which  encourages 
phased  creation  of  the  conditions  needed  to  capitalize  fully 
on  the  opportunities  visualized  in  the  plans  for  appropriate 
development , 

We  strongly  endorse  the  Secretary's  recommendation  that  these 
needed  public  actions  be  taken  in  phase  with  water  resources 
development.  We  visualize  the  successor  agency  to  WDCCA  and 
ARC  as  providing  to  the  Secretary  the  advice  needed  to  assure 
that  phased  implementation  will  occur. 

We  also  recognize  that  existing  Federal  programs  do  not  fully 
encompass  all  of  the  aspects  of  environmental  improvement 
requirements  for  effective  and  efficient  development  and  pre- 
servation. Moreover,  present  processes  can  delay  making 
needed  environmental  quality  investment  because  of  the  program 
requirements  of  various  agencies.  Alabama,  therefore,  believes 
that  Congress  should  consider  enacting  a grant-in-aid  program 
under  which  states  could  initiate  projects  that  are  compatible 
with  the  regionally-approved  plan  for  development.  We  visual- 
ize this  as,  in  effect,  a new  section  of  an  extended  Appalachian 
Act  with  allocation  among  the  states  and  matching  requirements 
analogous  to  those  that  have  successfully  operated  under  the 
present  law. 


Governor 
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Sell  iiltller 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army 
(Civil  Functions) 
Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 


Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  April  7,  1970,  asking  for  my  views 
and  comments  on  the  Secretary  of  the  Army's  proposed  report,  "Devel- 
opment of  Water  Resource.s  in  Appalachia.  " 

J he  .State  of  Georgia  endorses  the  principal  goal  of  the  report, 
that  of  improving  the  general  economy  of  the  Appalachian  area  and 
enhancing  the  well-being  of  its  people.  We  also  are  pleased  with  the 
attention  p>aid  to  assessing  effects  of  proposed  projects  on  the  environ- 
ment. These  objectives,  if  implemented,  would  have  a major  impact 
on  the  entire  region  of  Apjjalachia. 

J he  importance  of  establishing  a permanent  organization  to  con- 
tinue water  resources  development  beyond  the  potentials  fulfilled  by 
this  report  cannot  be  over  emphasizefl.  If  a comprehensive  water 
resource  plan  for  Appalachia  is  to  be  implemented,  it  is  obvious  that 
a continuing  mechanism  for  joint  Federal-.State  water  resources  plan- 
ning must  be  established.  In  this  way,  project  priorities  can  be  adjusted 
to  changing  needs  as  well  as  new  project  proposals.  Specifically,  we 
would  recommend  a continuing  Federal-State  water  resource  planning 
organization  to  replace  the  present  Water  Development  Coordinating 
Committee.  This  committee  would  be  responsible  to  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Commission  or  its  successor  under  future  legislation. 

A key  water  resource  issue  is  designing  and  evaluating  water 
resource  projects  to  serve  more  than  traditional  water  purposes.  This 
places  greater  emphasis  on  the  service  relationships  of  water  proiects 
to  other  major  activities  in  the  comprehensive  development  of  the  broad 
area  in  which  the  project  is  located.  The  validity  of  recognizing  the 
relationship  of  water  development's  impact  on  such  issues  as  communitv' 
and  area  development,  recreation,  public  health,  and  environmental 
factors  is  receiving  increasing  recognition.  This  concept  has  been 
labelled  "regional  development.  " 
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Since  regional  development  is  a legitimate  benefit  which  is  fre- 
quently spread  across  State  lines,  changes  should  be  made  in  existing 
Federal  policy  and  legislation  pertaining  to  cost- sharing.  Greater 
Federal  participation  in  project  construction  and  planning  for  regional 
development  would  enable  State  and  local  interests  to  implement  water 
resource  development  which  would  otherwise  remain  on  paper.  We 
believe  some  sort  of  grant-in-aid  system  should  be  established  whereby 
the  States  could  construct  projects  which  are  presently  stymied  due  to 
policies  guiding  the  Federal  construction  agencies  and  the  States  limited 
financial  resources.  In  addition,  we  endorse  the  Secretary's  proposal 
of  advancing  local  costs  with  an  interest  free  10-year  delay  in  repayment. 


With  regard  to  specific  projects  in  Georgia,  we  agree  with  the 
Secretary's  recommendation  of  early  action  authorization  of  the  Dalton 
Reservoir  and  Curry  Creek  Projects  as  well  as  reclassification  of  the 
Coosa  River  Navigation  Project  from  Montgomery,  Alabama,  to  Rome, 
Georgia,  as  an  active  project.  These  projects  are  important  to  State 
and  regional  Appalachian  objectives. 


Georgia  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  all  agencies  concerned  to 
help  insure  the  effectiveness  of  the  present  report  and  all  future  work 
in  the  Appalachian  region. 


« 


Sincerely, 


LM:  rwh 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

The  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

The  nation  is  at  a crucial  crossroad  in  its  history  of  water  resources. 

Our  water  supply  is  not  only  polluted  but  is  also  dwindling,  while  our  demand 
for  water  is  surpassing  the  supply.  The  nation  requires  a plan  for  alleviating 
this  crisis  and  assuring  future  generations  of  a source  of  water. 

After  reviewing  the  proposed  Report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the 
Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia,  I commend  the  proposed  report  as 
a significant  breakthrough  in  solving  water  resources  problems.  The  Corps  of 
Engineers,  and  particularly  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies,  along  with  the 
Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia  (WDCCA)  are  to  be 
praised  for  their  high  level  of  achievement  in  making  this  report  and  for  the 
coordination  both  groups  showed  in  attaining  their  objective. 

However,  in  addition  to  this  breakthrough,  we  concur  with  other  states 
in  the  belief  that  there  needs  to  be  an  organization  to  continue  these  far- 
reaching  efforts  to  coordinate  Federal  and  State  water  resource  planning. 

Although  the  report  recognizes  the  importance  of  water  resource  develop- 
ment, the  effect  and  impact  of  water  resource  development  has  a broader  basis 
and  affects  other  areas  such  as  regional  and  national  development.  Congress 
has  recognized  this  in  passing  the  Inter-governmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968 
which  directs  that  all  local,  state,  and  national  considerations  shall  be  taken 
into  account  in  the  planning,  funding,  and  evaluation  of  federal  projects  and 
programs.  As  a result,  regional  expansion  benefits  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  project  planning,  authorization,  and  evaluation  process  and  cost  apportion- 
ment for  all  water  resource  development  projects,  including  those  listed  in  the 
report.  Cost  assigned  to  regional  expansion  should  be  borne  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

As  stated,  the  water  supply  situation  is  critical.  The  best  sites  for  dams 
and  reservoirs  have  been  utilized.  This  fact,  along  with  the  problems  of  relo- 
cation and  the  fact  that  the  Appalachian  Region  is  the  major  source  of  water  supply 
for  a large  portion  of  the  Eastern  half  of  the  nation,  makes  it  imperative  that 
positive  steps  be  taken  to  insure  that  municipal  supply,  industrial  supply,  and 
water  quality  be  incorporated  in  any  future  construction  plans  for  reservoirs. 
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While  the  current  water  supply  laws  providing  for  a ten-year  interest  free 
payment  period  is  helping,  we  are  concerned  that  even  greater  efforts  may  be 
required  to  assure  the  provision  of  an  adequate  future  water  supply.  We  suggest 
that  more  effective  steps  be  taken  to  establish  a continued  investigation  to 
determine  the  nature  and  feasibility  of  the  steps  necessary  to  achieve  this 
future  water  supply. 

I am  concerned  that  the  Secretary's  recommendations  exclude  any  reference 
to  changes  in  the  Federal  Water  Project  Recreation  Act  (PL  89-72).  Changes 
should  be  made  to  permit  federal  construction  of  project  or  project  parts  which 
have  substantial  public  benefits  to  regional  economic  development. 

To  provide  better  coordination  between  different  components  of  water  resource 
development,  the  authorization  process  should  be  flexible  enough  to  permit  joint 
authori zation  and  construction  among  federal  agencies. 

We  concur  with  the  Secretary's  recommendation  that  the  Royal ton-Salyersvi 1 le 
project  be  promptly  expedited.  We  recognize  the  importance  of  this  project.  It 
is  designed  to  have  a great  impact  on  water  resource  development  and  social  and 
economic  development,  not  only  in  Appalachia  Kentucky  and  the  Appalachian  Region 
but  also  on  a national  basis. 

The  Secretary  has  recommended  certain  legal  assurances  of  non-federal  interests 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  construction  of  any  aspect  of  this  project.  The 
General  Assembly  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky  has  enacted  legislation  that  per- 
mits the  establishment  of  an  organizational  arrangement  empowered  to  provide  these 
legal  assurances.  The  Legislative  Acts  include  provisions  for  state  developmental 
planning,  formal  multi-county  area  development  districts,  as  well  as  specific  new 
coiTimunity  development.  Copies  of  this  legislation  will  be  made  available  follow- 
ing printing.  Therefore,  in  order  to  effectuate  this  project,  we  are  in  full  accord 
with  the  Secretary's  recommendation  to  fund  a pilot  study  to  evaluate  the  capabil- 
ities of  Royal  ton. 

The  Secretary's  proposed  recommendation  indicates  that  the  Midland  Local 
Protection  Project,  Licking  River,  Kentucky,  be  considered  for  authori zation  only 
after  additional  studies  have  been  made.  At  the  time  of  the  printing  of  the  Main 
Report,  Part  I,  Vol . I,  ^mmary  Report  on  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appa- 
lachia,  a public  hearing  ha7  not  been  h^d  on  the  Midland”  Project.  Subsequently, 
a joint  hearing  with  the  Commonwealth  and  the  Corps  was  held  and  the  proiect  was 
supported  by  both  local  and  regional  people.  Federal,  State,  and  Local  governments 
have  already  expended  a great  amount  of  money  in  the  planning  of  this  project. 

Planning  for  the  Midland  Project  has  shown  that  several  disconnected  sites 
are  available  for  industrial,  commercial,  recreational  and  residential  development. 
Only  a small  portion  of  the  total  land  can  be  developed  without  flood  protection 
and  these  sites  are  too  scattered  to  achieve  any  reasonable  cost  or  scale  of 
development.  Thus,  the  situation  is  such  that  commitment  for  all  aspects  of  the 
project  mu't  be  consummated  simultaneously  in  order  to  insure  the  proper  develop- 
ment of  this  project.  The  situation  is  impossible  unless  steps  are  taken  to  assure 
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this  simultaneous  agreement.  Therefore,  we  propose  that  the  Midland  Project 
be  recommended  for  authorization,  with  the  following  provision: 

Prior  to  commencement  of  construction,  the  Secretary  shall 
have  determined  to  his  satisfaction  that  there  is  reasonable 
assurance  that  programs  and  measures  necessary  for  the 
accomplishment  of  the  economic  development  objectives  of 
the  plan  will  be  instituted  in  such  a manner  as  to  secure 
the  effective  realization  of  the  plan  set  forth  for  the 
Midland  Project. 

These  assurances  are  the  same  as  those  requested  by  the  Secretary  in 
respect  to  the  Royalton  Project  and  as  previously  indicated,  the  Commonwealth 
has  provided  the  legal  means  to  grant  these  assurances.  Additional  information 
in  greater  detail  concerning  the  Midland  Project  will  be  transmitted  within 
the  next  week. 

Kentucky  wishes  to  affirm  its  agreement  with  the  States  of  Alabama, 
Mississippi,  and  Tennessee  that  top  priority  should  be  placed  on  development 
of  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  System. 

Again,  let  me  emphasize  my  deep  appreciation  for  the  outstanding  cooperation 
shown  in  the  completion  of  this  report  and  point  out  that  the  value  of  this 
achievement  has  no  precedent. 


LOUIE  B.  NUNN 
Governor 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the 
Secretary  ol  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

The  Water  Resources  Study  lor  Appalachia  is  a landmark  in 
the  development  ol  water  resources  planning  ellorts.  Al- 
though the  merits  ol  many  have  yet  to  be  lully  evaluated, 
the  innovations  associated  with  this  study  will  undoubtedly 
inlluence  luture  water  resources  studies.  From  basic  study 
organization,  through  the  lormulation  ol  objectives  and 
evaluative  procedures,  to  the  design  ol  institutional 
arrangem<;nts  lor  implementing  plan  elements,  the  Appalachian 
Water  Resources  Study  has  explored  and  developed  new  ideas 
and  techniques.  Certainly,  the  Federal-State  coordinating 
achieved  through  the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Commit- 
tee lor  Appalachia  is  highly  desirable.  This  type  ol  plan- 
ning organization  should  be  continued. 

The  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  provides  many 
examples  ol  the  Congress'  intent  to  bolster  the  economy  ol 
the  Appalachian  Region  by  increasing  Federal  monetary  inputs 
to  that  Region.  Since  the  Congress  has  established  regional 
development  as  a planning  objective  ol  the  Appalachian  Water 
Resources  Survey,  the  questions  remaining,  as  your  report 
indicates,  are  in  what  manner  and  to  what  extent  the  Federal 
government  should  contribute  to  development  ol  the  region. 

Two  general  techniques  have  been  proposed:  1)  Federal 

assumption  ol  project  costs  allocated  to  regional  develop- 
ment purposes,  and  2)  determent  ol  local  costs  and  interest 
payments  lor  a period  ol  ten  years.  Since  the  linal  decision 
rests  with  the  Congress,  I would  urge  you  to  present  both 
techniques  in  your  report.  To  aid  their  decision,  the  impli- 
cations ol  each  alternative  - the  magnitude  ol  non-lederal 
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costs  and  the  comparative  status  of  Appalachian  Region  projects 
vis-a-vis  projects  throughout  the  nation  - should  be  documented. 
Both  schemes,  together  with  the  implications  of  each  for  the 
nation,  and  the  Appalachian  Region  in  particular,  should  be 
presented  to  the  Congress  for  their  decision. 
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Mr.  Rohcrr  F'.  Jordan,  111 
Special  Assisranr  to  the 

Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civilian  Functions) 

I nited  States  Department  of  the  Army 
\''ashington,  D.  ('.  20310 

Dear  \"r.  Jordan; 

1 would  like  to  commend  the  United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the 
quality  of  its  report  on  Appalachian  water  resources.  In  genera',  I am  in 
accord  with  the  Secretary's  report  and  recommendations.  Notable  steps 
have  been  taken  in  relating  water  resources  programs  to  overall  development 
goals,  and  this  has  been  possible,  in  large  part,  because  of  the  strong  coir.ponent 
stare  participation  in  the  planning  process.  I feel  that  a continuation  of  the 
process  begun  by  the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Comtrittee  for  Appalachia 
is  desirable. 

From  the  standpoint  of  Mississippi  and  the  other  states  in  Appalachia,  1 submit 
that  a contribution  to  further  economic  development  will  result  from  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  Yellow  Creek  Port  Project  and  urge  that  efforts  to  bring  it  into 
existence  be  supported.  We  will  do  all  that  we  can  to  assure  that  the  project, 
when  coiT'pleted,  will  make  the  maximum  possible  contribution  to  the  well-being 
of  the  pt'ople  of  Mississippi  and  of  the  rest  of  Appalachia. 

The  public  costs  of  furthering  development  are  quite  large,  and  caution  should 
be  exercised  against  over -extending  the  fiscal  resources  of  the  areas  affected. 

The  Secretary's  report  also  reflects  this  concern,  and  we  feel  it  advisable  that 
the  federal  government  advance  the  non -federal  costs  of  the  recomn  ended 
projects  for  a ten -year  interest-free  period.  It  is  our  feeling  that  an  extension 
of  the  national  concern  for  Appalachian  development  should  lead  to  the  allocation 
of  some  project  costs  to  economic  expansion — costs  that  properly  shoukl  lu' 
borne  by  the  federal  government. 
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Water  resources  development  can  play  an  important  part  in  the  further  progre^- 
of  Appalachia  and  we  are  ready  to  continue  to  contribute  to  the  developn  ent 
of  policies  and  priorities  in  concert  with  the  other  states  of  the  region. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Governor 


jl’W  :ecf 
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Executive  Chamber 
Albany  laazA 


Nelson  A Rockifcllir 

GovrANOA 


July  17,  1970 


Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  letter  regarding  the 
proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  the 
"Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia." 

Since  the  creation  of  the  Water  Development 
Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia  (WDCCA)  in  1965, 
New  York  State  has  actively  participated  in  the 
Appalachian  Water  Resources  Study. 

The  Appalachian  Water  Resources  Report  repre- 
sents a major  step  forward  in  Federal-State  cooperation 
and  should  serve  as  a model  for  future  joint  planning 
and  development  operations.  The  new  methods  developed 
to  identify  regional  benefits  which  would  result  from 
the  development  of  water  resource  projects  are  commend- 
able and  offer  real  promise  with  continued  refinements 
for  use  on  a nationwide  basis. 

From  New  York  State's  perspective,  early 
action  on  the  Stannard  Reservoir  project  would  be 
desirable.  This  project  is  recommended  for  early  auth- 
orization in  the  main  Water  Resources  Report;  however, 
it  is  deferred  for  additional  study  in  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army's  report. 
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Extensive  public  hearings  have  been  held  and, 
at  its  meeting  on  May  1,  1969,  the  State  Water  Resources 
Commission  recoimended  that  the  Stannard  Reservoir 
Project  be  advanced  for  Congressional  action.  The  Com- 
mission studied  the  Proposed  Report  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  and  reaffirmed  that  recommendation. 

We  are  pleased  to  endorse  the  Water  Resources 
report  and  look  forward  to  the  same  fine  spirit  of 
cooperation  as  these  projects  enter  the  implementation 
phase . 


Sincerely, 


Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 
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GOVERNOR 


STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

governor's  office 

RALEIGH  27602 
July  9,  1970 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 

Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army 
The  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan; 

I appreciate  your  offer  to  comment  on  the  proposed  report  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  based  on  studies  prepared  by  the  Office  of 
Appalachian  Studies.  I welcome  the  opportunity  to  offer  North 
Carolina's  position  relative  to  the  development  of  its  water  resources 
within  the  context  of  plans  for  comprehensive  development  of  its  total 
resources. 

Although  North  Carolina  recognizes  the  potential  that  water  resources 
has  to  offer  in  the  long  range,  comprehensive  development  of  the  State,  its 
most  effective  utilization  can  only  be  realized  when  this  development  is 
complementary  with  the  broader  aspects  of  social,  economic  and  overall 
environmental  development  of  the  State  and  multi-county  regions  'Aithin  it. 

The  alternative  forms  of  development  are  manifold  in  number  and  must  be 
responsive  to  the  needs  and  aspiraticns  of  society  and,  in  the  final  analysis, 
the  neefis  of  each  individual. 

We  have  many  alternatives  to  consider  as  we  work  to  facilitate  optimum 
development.  Our  task  is  to  choose  those  alternatives  which  are  most 
directly  related  to  present  and  future  needs  of  people  in  our  society.  The 
real  rationale  for  planning,  especially  water  resouices,  has  to  do  with 
those  decisions  that  we  can  make  today  which  will  probably  result  in  a more 
healthful  and  pleasant  environment  for  the  future  citizens  of  North  Carolina. 

We  in  North  Carolina  need  to  think  of  development  in  the  broadest  sense 
of  the  word.  In  the  past,  we  have  concentrated  at  different  times  on  education, 
or  on  highways,  or  on  health,  or  on  some  other  aspect.  The  time  has  come 
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to  pull  all  ol  our  efforts  together  in  a Linified  approach.  To  this  end,  I am 
planning  for  the  establishment  of  a Governor's  Council  on  State  Goals  and 
Policy.  rhib  Council  vill  be  a high-lev<T  advisory  body  to  consider,  ac  ross 
the  ijoard,  all  activities  of  State  Gov<‘rnment  that  relate  to  the  full  develop- 
ment of  our  State,  it  will  include  health,  i ducation,  housing,  economic 
development,  t ran s pt)r ta tion , environmental  programs,  and  all  other 
.State  funi  tifuis  vhich  influence  the  type  of  future  we  create  for  resources 
to  the  tasks  of  planning  and  directing  the  expenditure  of  local.  State,  and 
Ft’deral  funds  to  achieve  the  good  life  for  our  citizens. 

A balanced  program  of  economic,  social  and  environmental  develop- 
ment requires  the  judicious  apportKjnment  of  the  financial  resources  of 
the  local  people  as  well  as  those  of  the  State,  region,  and  nation.  Since 
resourci-s  are  always  limited,  the  choices  are  often  difficult  and  the  establish- 
ment of  pri(jrities  is  necessary.  In  making  these  choices,  it  is  essential 
that  the  local  people  have  access  to  all  of  the  facts  and  all  of  the  alternatives. 

To  this  end.  North  Carolina  has  established  a series  of  multi-county  regions 
for  planning  purposes.  It  is  the  intent  that  these  regions  shall  provide  the 
framework  for  communications  between  the  local  people  and  the  other  elements 
of  government. 

The  ability-to-pay  and  the  proportionate  share  of  the  costs  that  can  be 
tjorne  by  the  local  areas  will  vary  with  the  locality  and  individual  ci  r t umstan  ce  s . 
Some  of  the  areas  having  great  potential  for  water  resource  development  are 
now  faced  with  immediate  needs  for  schools  and  hospitals.  These  ru-eds  must 
be  taken  into  con  side-ration  in  the  phasing  of  all  developmental  programs  and 
hard  choices  must  be  made  at  the  State  and  local  level. 

The  ten-year  deferred  payment  program  suggested  in  your  report  givc-s 
me  real  concern.  In  one  sense  it  is  an  attractive  provision  in  that  some 
immediate  needs  can  be  met.  However,  I fear  that  we  may  commit  ourselves 
to  programs  that  will  place  undue  strain  t>n  the  financial  resources  of  local 
governments  ten  or  more  years  in  the  future. 

Programmed  economic  development  is  still  a vi-ry  inexact  science.  W i- 
canntit  predii.  t with  a high  degree  of  certainty  just  what  our  needs  will  be  ten 
or  20  years  ahead.  Therefore,  1 fear  that  any  extensive  us<-  of  deferred  payment 
programs  may  limit  the  flexibility  of  local  govi  rnments  as  they  attempt  to  meet 
the  needs  of  our  citizens  in  future  ye.irs. 
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North  Carolina  has  traditionally  followed  a pay-as-you  policy  so  that 
the  suggested  deferred  payment  program  could  well  present  the  State  with 
certain  legal  as  well  as  fiscal  problems. 

Congress  has  designated  Appalachia  as  an  area  requiring  special 
approaches  to  the  solution  of  its  problems  and,  in  response  to  this,  the 
report  on  the  region's  water  resources  reflects  concern  for  the  economic 
expansion  implications  of  the  proposed  projects.  In  our  opinion,  there  are 
sound  reasons  to  have  these  implications  reflected  also  in  cost  allocations 
and  in  the  apportionment  of  these  costs  to  the  Federal  Governmert. 

Some  of  our  streams  in  Appalachia  are  trout  waters  vhich  are 
irreplaceable  and  should  be  preserved  in  their  natural  state  without 
impoundment.  They  have  unique  recreational  value  which  continuously 
increases,  and  unmeasurable  aesthetic  value.  Impoundments  in  less 
critical  areas  will  require  mitigation  of  wildlife  losses  in  the  public 
inte  rest. 

The  Report,  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia,  represents 
a great  step  forward  in  the  recognition  of  the  water  resource  potential  of 
the  area.  Much  work  remains  to  be  done  in  the  implementation  of  its 
findings.  To  this  end.  North  Carolina  vvill  look  forward  to  a continuing 
association  wit.T  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission  and  the  various 
f'ederal  agencies  responsible  for  the  various  aspects  of  its  development. 

The  authorization  and  construction  of  the  Clinchfield  and  Upper  French 
Broad  projects  are  important  parts  of  this  implementation  from  the  stand- 
point of  North  Carolina  and  of  the  Appalachian  region  as  a whole.  We 
support  this  effectuation. 
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Mr.  Hob«'rt  E.  Jordan,  III 
Spocial  As.sist.ant  to  the 
.Secretary  of  the  Armj’ 

Ttie  Pentagon 
Washington,  D.  C.  2t(Tl') 

Dear  Mr.  .Jordan: 

On  July  9”'  1 wrote  to  you  to  provide  the  views  of  the  State  of  North  Carolina 
on  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  ^Vrmy  on  "Development  of  Water 
Resources  in  Appalachia".  In  my  letter  I stated  that  we  support  the  authorization 
and  construction  of  the  Clinchfield  and  Cpper  Krtuich  Hroad  projects.  1 would  like 
to  aild  some  supplemental  information,  primarily  as  to  priorities. 

It  is  my  de.sire  that  the  TVA  project,  for  development  of  the  Cppt'r  French 
Hroad  River  Hasin  he  given  first  priority',  because  the  project  has  alri-ady  been 
approved  and  is  ready  for  construction.  In  addition,  it  is  located  in  a top 
priority  Economic  Development  Corridor  under  the  Appalachia  program,  and  the 
desired  growth  has  given  rise  to  water  supply  and  water  (piality  problems  which  can 
be  mi't  only  with  a contribution  by  this  project.  The  State  has  given  the  necessary 
assurances  of  local  cooperation. 

The  next  priority,  although  on  an  almost  e(|ual  footing,  should  be  accoiiled 
to  the  Clinchfield  Dam  project.  It  will  serve  an  area  which  needs  economic  growth 
and  the  project  has  a very  large  economic  development  component  in  it.  The  State 
has  also  given  all  reipiired  guarantees  of  local  cooperation  on  this  project.  In 
addition,  the  (iovernors  of  North  Carolina  and  .South  Carolina  in  19()H  consummated  an 
agreement  for  cooperation  on  projects,  including  this  one,  which  are  near  the 
boundary  between  the  two  Stat«‘s. 

The  State  also  supports,  and  has  guai’anteed  local  cooperation  on.  the  Roaring 
River  project,  and  on  tin*  Reddies  River  project.  Tie  latter  is  presen' ly  authorized, 
and  has  been  reactivated  independently  of  the  Appalachian  study. 

In  summary,  the  State  of  North  Carolina  supports  the  Secretary's  proposed  report, 
except,  for  one  i t«*m,  wheriMti  certain  changes  in  local  c os t,-shar i ng  are  proposed.  For 
Clinchfield,  the  nori-Fede  ra  1 water  supply  cost  is  increased  from  #7,  D’ltl.  001)  to 
$ 1 'i , TIT , Dtltl  while  for  Roaring  River  it  is  increased  from  #779, (XIO  to  JS72,(II)U.  It 
appears  that  regional  expansion  benefits  were  not  given  weight  as  a Federal  purpose. 
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although  the  fundamental  purpose  of  the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of 
1905  would  seem  to  require  a break  with  the  past  in  this  respect.  The  State  has 
clearly  shown  its  willingness  to  provide  its  substantial  contribution  to  the 
projects,  but  I would  like  for  that  share  to  be  consistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  program. 
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GOVCBNOH 


State  of  Ohio 

OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
COLUMBUS  45215 


May  27,  1970 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

The  Pentagon 

Washington,  D.  C.  20310 
Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

Reference  is  made  to  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on 
The  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalacnia  furnished  for  our  review 
and  comment  with  your  letter  of  7 April  1970. 

It  is  our  consideration  that  the  report  on  Development  of  Water  Resources 
in  Appalachia  is  a milestone  in  the  very  complex  field  of  water  resource 
planning.  Probably  the  most  significant  innovation  in  the  report  is  that 
truly  multiple  objective  planning  has  been  conducted.  This  landmark  report 
represents  a breakthrough  in  the  traditional  method  of  evaluating  water 
resource  investment.  I commend  to  the  Administration  and  the  Congress  the 
efforts  of  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  and  participants  in  the  work 
of  tile  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia  (WDCCA)  to 
incorporate  economic  development  as  a national  objective  in  addition  to  the 
traditional  objective  of  national  efficiency.  The  report  recommends  projects 
for  autnorization  which  will,  in  conjunction  with  other  public  and  private 
investments,  greatly  stimulate  economic  activity  in  the  Appalachian  portion 
of  Ohio. 

We  note  v/ith  some  concern  that  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Army  differs  in  certain  respects  from  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the 
studies  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  These  differences  are: 

(a)  With  reference  to  multiple  objective  planning,  as  mentioned  above, 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  allocated  costs  among  the  conventional 
purposes  of  each  project  and  to  economic  development  as  a new 
objective.  This  technique  has  the  effect  of  spreading  the  joint 
costs  more  equitably;  for  instance,  reducing  apportionments  for 
water  supply.  The  Secretary's  proposed  report  argues  against  this 
concept  of  multiple  objective  planning,  and  as  a consequence,  the 
cost  of  non-Federal  participation  increases  above  those  suggested 
by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  (see  Table  8-2  in  the  Summary  Report). 

For  example,  compliance  with  the  Secretary's  recommendation  would 
require  that  the  State  of  Ohio  pay  for  water  supply  at  the  Whiteoak 
Reservoir  nearly  $5  million  or  IbO/i  in  excess  of  that  found  appro- 
priate by  the  Corps,  which  results  in  a cost  of  $493,000  per  MGD. 
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In  fact,  due  to  this  high  cost  of  industrial  water  supply,  it  is 
doubtful  that  new  industry  will  be  attracted  to  the  area.  This 
might  prove  self-defeating  to  the  objectives,  since  provision  of 
water  supply  would  probably  remove  the  major,  if  not  the  only, 
bottleneck  to  growth  in  Brown  County,  Ohio.  In  the  interest  of 
economic  expansion  and  regional  development  in  our  Southwest 
Region  of  the  State,  it  is  recommended  that  the  report's  method 
of  allocation  to  economic  development  be  retained.  If  this 
recommendation  is  not  honored  consideration  should  be  given  to 
other  equitable  non-Federal  cost-sharing  requirements  for  water 
supply  storage  in  the  Whiteoak  Reservoir.  In  fact,  the  Appalachian 
Regional  Development  Act  does  this  for  other  programs. 

(b)  The  Secretary's  proposed  report  withholds  recommendation  for  author- 
ization of  four  projects  until  additional  studies  are  made.  In 
Ohio,  the  previously  authorized  Logan  Reservoir  in  the  Hocking  River 
basin  is  to  be  studied  again  prior  to  recommendations  for  modifica- 
tion of  the  present  authorization.  The  Logan  Reservoir  Project  has 
been  studied  for  many  years  and  is  vital  as  a key  element  of  the 
overall  system  plan  for  management  of  water  resources  in  the  Hocking 
River  Basin  and  also  the  proposed  Hocking  Hills  National  Recreation 
Area.  Solution  of  the  water  and  related  problems  and  needs  of  the 
area  are  long  overdue.  Further  delays  will  seriously  jeopardize 

the  well-being  of  the  people  of  the  area;  without  expedited  aggressive 
planning  of  the  project,  irreparable  damage  could  be  done  to  the  very 
ecological  and  scenic  values  of  the  lower  Clear  Creek  Valley  which 
are  to  be  a major  consideration  in  the  Secretary's  proposed  additional 
studies.  It  is  the  State  of  Ohio's  view,  and  also  the  consensus  of 
the  WDCCA  members,  that  additional  studies  would  be  more  properly 
performed  during  the  pre-construction  planning  period.  We  feel  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  analysis  of  this  project  is  quite  sufficient  for 
modification  of  authorization,  a pre-requisite  to  advance  planning 
and  in  accordance  with  consensus  of  the  members  of  the  WDCCA.  Since 
time  is  of  the  essence,  I recommend  that  the  location  of  Logan 
Reservoir  dam  be  specifically  determined  during  pre-construction 
planning,  in  consideration  of  the  ecological  and  scenic  values  of 
the  lower  Clear  Creek  Valley,  and  regardless  of  such  location,  that 
the  lower  Clear  Creek  Valley  be  acquired  and  maintained  as  a natural 
area  as  part  of  the  plan,  all  as  approved  by  the  President  prior  to 
initiation  of  construction. 

(c)  The  Secretary's  proposed  report  does  not  directly  support  the 
proposed  programs  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  which  the  Corps 
of  Engineer's  report  finds  ready  for  Congressional  action.  The 
Soil  Conservation  Service  has  proposed  the  preparation  of  work 
plans  for  a number  of  watersheds  which  show  great  promise  of 
stimulating  economic  development  in  ways  quite  comparable  to  the 
stimulation  which  the  Corps  projects  will  induce.  We  believe 
Agriculture's  contributions  to  the  developmental  package  are 
desirable,  and  that  work  plans  for  these  watersheds  should  be 
jointly  prepared  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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Again,  I commend  to  you  and  the  Congress  the  pioneering  work  in  comprehensive 
water  resource  planning  by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies,  and  trust  that 
the  Administration,  the  Appalachian  Regional  Commission,  and  the  Congress  will 
act  favorably  on  the  report  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  without  modifications. 

We  would  hope  that,  after  authorization,  the  Congress  will  act  expeditiously 
to  appropriate  funds  for  urgently  needed  projects  in  the  Corps'  report, 
projects  which  will  clearly  help  in  industrial  dispersion  and  in  reversing 
present  migration  rates  of  rural  people  to  city  ghettos. 


Finally,  should  it  be  the  decision  of  the  Congress  that  additional  studies 
on  certain  projects  are  still  required  prior  to  authorization,  as  proposed 
by  the  Secretary  of  the  Army,  we  strongly  recommend  that  funds  therefor  be 
provided  to  the  Corps  in  FY  1971  by  additions  to  the  General  Investigation 
Program  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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Commonwealth  or  Pennsylvania 

Governors  Office 

Harrisburg 


the  governor 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  April  7>  1970,  we  have 
reviewed  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on 
the  "Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia." 

It  is  stated  that  the  proposed  report  is  based  upon 
studies  performed  by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies,  U.  S. 
Army,  Corps  of  Engineers,  and  that  these  studies  Include  certain 
Innovative  features.  We  do  not  dispute  this  point,  but  submit 
that  the  proposed  report  does  not  Incorporate  or  even  acknowledge 
many  of  the  desirable  features  of  those  studies.  Indeed,  we  are 
more  disturbed  by  v;hat  is  missing  from  this  report  than  we  are 
by  its  content . 

The  Commonwealth  worked  closely  with  the  Office  of 
Appalachian  Studies  and  the  other  Federal  agencies  through  the 
Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia  seeking 
agreement  on  the  plan  elements  and  priorities  contained  in  the 
Summary  Report  that  would  be  consistent  with  the  needs  and 
priorities  of  thie  Commonwealth  as  expressed  in  the  Pennsylvania 
Water  Supplement,  reproduced  in  Part  V,  Chapter  9 of  the  Main 
Report . 


Due  to  the  time  and  funding  limitations  Imposed  on  the 
study  and  the  fact  that  the  proposed  early  action  program  was 
formulated  primarily  on  the  basis  of  existing  Federal  policies 
and  legislation,  we  were  not  entirely  successful  in  obtaining 
full  expression  and  consideration  of  our  views. 

Indeed,  we  were  disappointed  with  the  decision,  made 
part  way  through  the  survey,  that  the  early  action  program  should 
conform  generally  to  established  Federal  legislation  and 
policies  — a decision  in  which  the  States  did  not  participate 
and  in  which  their  concurrence  was  not  requested. 
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Because  it  was  obvious  from  the  beginning  that  this 
survey  could  not  strictly  adhere  to  policies  and  legislation 
applicable  to  other  water  resources  surveys  if  it  were  to 
meet  the  objectives  set  forth  in  Section  206  (a)  of  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  of  1965,  it  was  our  hope 
and  initial  understanding  that  the  Appalachian  experience 
would  serve  as  a "national  laboratory"  to  develop  water 
policies  suited  for  national  use,  and  that  the  survey  would 
test  and  provide  a firm  basis  for  establishing  precedents  for 
new  areas  of  Federal  responsibility  and  new  procedures  for 
authorizing  and  funding  water  resources  projects  that  could 
be  proposed  immediately  for  the  consideration  of  Congress, 
rather  than  deferring  these  for  further  study  and  later 
consideration . 

Because  of  this  and  the  regrettable  fact  that  much 
of  the  screening  process  occurred  before  the  States  were  able 
to  complete  their  supplements,  some  of  the  Commonwealth's  high 
priority  projects,  while  not  completely  eliminated  from 
consideration,  were  deferred  for  possible  future  study  rather 
than  for  immediate  action.  This  was  particularly  true  of 
certain  vital  mine  drainage  pollution  abatement  and  reservoir 
projects . 


The  Pennsylvania  Water  Supplement,  as  well  as  those 
prepared  by  other  States,  was  an  Innovation  in  Federally- 
authorized  water  resources  surveys.  Because  ttiey  are  Integral 
parts  of  the  report  made  by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies, 
we  cannot  emphasize  too  strongly  that  their  content,  recommenda- 
tions, and  priorities  must  be  given  equal  weight  and  considera- 
tion along  with  those  of  the  Federal  agencies. 

We  concur  with  the  statement  that  complete  implementa- 
tion of  the  plan  outlined  in  the  Secretary's  report  "will  require 
additions,  changes,  or  modifications  to  established  water 
resources  autiior ities . " The  views  of  the  Appalachian  States, 
contained  in  Chapter  9 of  the  Summary  Report,  recognize  this 
problem  and  suggest  certain  changes  wliich  could  he  made. 
Accordingly,  we  urge  that  the  Secretary  consider  specifying 
and  including  further  recommendations  or  sug,gestions  with 
regard  to  the  additions,  changes,  or  modifications  needed  in 
water  resources  authorities  for  complete  implementation  of  the 
plan . 
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In  all  fairness,  we  note  that  the  survey  by  the 
Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  does  point  out  a few  new  areas 
where  Federal  responsibility  might  be  established,  and 
suggests  a nev/  procedure  for  funding  water  resources 
projects.  VJe  are  concerned  that  the  procedure  developed 
by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies  to  lower  non-Federal 
cost  sharing  requirements  by  allocating  costs  to  expansion 
benefits  has  been  by-passed  in  the  proposed  report  In  favor 
of  a system  of  Interest  free  advances  and  deferred  repayments 
of  the  local  share  of  the  costs  for  all  non-vendible  outputs. 

The  Secretary's  recommendation.  In  essence,  only 
postpones  tiie  inevitable  date  when  the  obligations  must  be 
met  by  non-Federal  interests  with  relatively  limited 
financial  resources,  and,  in  our  opinion,  an  additional 
recommendation  supporting  the  use  of  the  technique,  as 
developed  by  the  Office  of  Appalachian  Studies,  is  urgently 
needed.  We  strongly  urge  that  this  additional  recommendation 
be  Included  in  the  Secretary's  report. 

Witii  respect  to  the  proposed  criterion  that  local 
interests  provide  reasonable  pre-construction  assurances,  if 
the  intent  Is  as  expressed,  we  believe  that  the  Commonwealth 
is  in  a position,  through  Its  advanced  planning  and  related 
activities,  to  furnish  assurances  as  to  the  economic  activity 
likely  to  occur  as  a result  of  project  construction. 

Because  of  the  critical  needs  in  tiie  Appalachian 
Region,  we  cannot  agree  with  the  proposal  that  only  one  of 
the  projects  in  the  plan  be  constructed  immediately  to  assess 
the  role  of  water  resources  projects  In  regional  development. 
Instead,  every  effort  should  be  made  to  construct  as  many 
soundly-concel ved  projects  as  possible  without  undue  delay. 

We  support  the  suggestion  that  a priority  system 
be  established  and  that  priorities  be  developed  by  the 
Appalachian  Regional  Commission  in  coordination  with  others 
who  are  aware  of  the  conditions  and  needs  of  the  Region. 

In  doing  so,  the  Commission  should  give  full  consideration 
to  tile  priorities  in  Table  II-l  of  the  Summary  Report  and  the 
State  Supplements,  as  well  as  the  indices  of  performance  in 
Chapter  11. 
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Following  are  our  comments  with  regard  to  specific 
project  recommendations  affecting  the  Commonwealth  In  the 
Secretary's  report; 

Otocsln  and  Naturealm  Projects 

We  concur  In  the  proposed  recommendation  that  the 
Otocsln  and  Naturealm  Projects  be  Implemented  as  early  action 
elements  of  the  plan.  However,  we  request  that  the  recommenda- 
tion propose  special  Congressional  and  executive  department 
support  In  addition  to  the  limited  assistance  presently  available 
under  previously  authorized  Federal  programs  and  being  utilized 
to  the  fullest  extent. 

Selected  Upstream  Watershed  Projects 

Concerning  the  proposed  recommendation  on  these 
projects,  we  urge  that  the  report,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  specifically  list  the  42  projects 
tabulated  on  page  1-7-7  of  the  Summary  Report  and  recommend  them 
for  early  authorization  and  implementation.  This  recommendation 
should  include  the  following  projects  In  Pennsy Ivanla : Upper 

Casselman  River,  Stony  Creek,  Brokenstraw  Creek,  Upper  French 
Creek,  Wills  Creek,  Blacklick  Creek,  Connoquesslng  Creek,  and 
Sewlckley  Creek. 

It  Is  our  understanding  that  the  Jacobs  Creek  project 
has  already  been  authorized.  Further,  we  would  urge  that  the 
Upper  Loyalhanna  Creek  Project,  tabulated  on  page  1-6-86  (Pa.) 
of  the  Summary  Report  and  recommended  in  the  Petinsylvanla  Water 
Supplement  be  added  to  the  list  of  recommended  projects. 

We  concur  In  the  recommendations  concerning  other 
U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  programs. 

Tamaqua  Local  Flood  Protection  Project 

Because  thie  need  for  early  authorization  and 
construction  of  thils  project  is  urgent,  we  concur  with  this 
recommendation  and  would  suggest  implementation  at  the  earliest 
date  . 
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St.  Petersburg  Project 

We  note  that  the  proposed  report  states  that  the 
St.  Petersburg  Reservoir  will  be  considered  for  authorization 
after  the  matter  of  the  designation  of  the  Clarion  River,  as 
directed  In  Section  5 of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  has 
been  clarified.  We  agree  with  this  recommendation,  and  would 
further  recommend  that  the  Clarion  River  Basin  mine  drainage 
abatement  project  be  authorized  and  completed  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 

Acid  Mine  Drainage  Abatement  Program  for  the  Clarion  River  Basin 

In  view  of  the  above  and  because  the  Pennsylvania  Water 
Supplement  recommended  the  Clarion  River  Basin  Acid  Mine  Drainage 
Abatement  Project  as  a top  priority  project,  we  concur  with  the 
recommendation  that  it  be  implemented  as  an  early  action  element 
of  the  plan. 


General  Recommendations 


We  concur  in  the  General  Recommendations  2 through  7 
on  page  8 of  the  proposed  report . 

Concerning  mine  drainage  pollution  abatement  in  general, 
we  must  emphasize  that  the  Pennsylvania  Supplement  assigned 
emergency  priority  to  the  Lackawanna  River  and  Susquehanna  River 
Mine  Drainage  Abatement,  Subsidence  Prevention,  and  Flood 
Protection  Project  for  which  studies  have  already  been  completed. 

We,  therefore,  urge  that,  in  addition  to  your  recommenda- 
tion for  the  Clarion  River  Basin,  this  emergency  project  also  be 
recommended  for  im.medlate  authorization . Such  a recommendation 
would  help  to  carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  Susquehanna  River 
Basin  Mine  Drainage  Study,  authorized  by  Resolution  of  the 
U.  S.  Seriate  Committee  on  Public  Works,  adopted  April  1^,  1964, 
and  recommended  for  expansion  and  action  orientation  on  page 
1-6-89  (Pa.)  of  the  Summary  Report.  Both  the  forthcoming 
Susquehanna  River  Basin  Study  Report  and  the  Summary  Report  of 
this  study  recommend  mine  drainage  pollution  abatement  as  the 
top  priority  element  in  their  respective  early  action  programs. 
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We  must  point  out  that  there  are  three  additional 
mine  drainage  abatement  projects  in  the  Pennsylvania  Water 
Supplement.  These  are  the  Casselman  River,  Upper  West  Branch 
Susquehanna  River,  and  Tioga  River  Projects.  They  would 
protect  or  enhance  water  quality  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers ' 
Curwensvllle  and  Tloga-Hammond  Reservoirs  and  in  the  Upper 
Casselman  River  Project. 

The  Commonwealth  now  enforces  strict  laws  to  prevent 
mine  drainage  pollution  from  active  mines  and  has  already  in 
progress  the  comprehensive  mine  drainage  pollution  abatement 
program  being  partially  financed  from  our  recent  $500  million 
bond  issue.  Because  the  estimated  total  cost  ($1  billion)  of 
carrying  out  this  program  exceeds  the  portion  of  the  bond  issue 
earmarked  for  this  purpose  ($150  million),  direct  Federal 
implementation  coordinated  with  the  Commonwealth  or  substantial 
Federal  financial  assistance  is  essential. 

We  believe,  therefore,  that  the  proposed  report 
should  recommend  comprehensive  action  programs  to  abate  mine 
drainage  pollution  in  Pennsylvania  under  Federal  sponsorship 
and  action,  or  Federal  financial  assistance  to  the  Commonwealth 
for  State-sponsored  activities. 

While  the  Summary  Report  stressed  the  need  for,  and 
assigned  priorities  to,  accelerated  study  of  many  Pennsylvania 
projects  to  permit  their  early  authorization,  we  note  that  the 
proposed  report  recommends  one  pilot  study  and  a few  studies 
related  to  specific  projects  being  considered  for  future 
authorization . 

We  believe  that  specific  recommendations  should  be 
made  in  the  Secretary's  report  for  accelerating  studies  of 
the  Beaver  River  Basin  in  Pennsylvania  and  Ohio,  of  Raccoon 
Creek,  Big  Sandy  Creek  in  Pennsylvania  and  West  Virginia  and 
of  Youghlogheny  and  Upper  Casselman  River  Basins.  Further, 
we  believe  that  additional  attention  should  be  given  to  the 
proposed  navigation  facilities  in  Erie  Harbor  (West  Bay)  and 
accelerated  study  of  the  rehabilitation  of  Presque  Isle. 
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We  pledge  our  support  and  cooperation  In  working 
with  the  Federal  agencies  and  the  Appalachian  Regional 
Commission  (or  Its  successor)  to  continue  water  resources 
planning  and  to  secure  action  under  existing  and  new 
authorization  and  funding  procedures  to  be  approved  by  the 
Congress  for  Implementing  as  soon  as  possible  the  projects 
recommended  in  the  Pennsylvania  Water  Supplement,  as  well  as 
In  the  Summary  Report. 


Sincerely , 

RAYMOND  P.  SHAFER^ 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  111 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army 
Civil  Functions 
Department  of  the  Ar.iiy 
Washington,  D.C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

South  Carolina  actively  participated  in  preparing  a compre- 
hensive plan  for  the  development  and  efficient  utilization  of  tiie 
water  and  related  land  resources  of  the  Appalachian  Region  as  a 
member  of  the  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia. 
The  relationships  with  Federal  and  other  State  representatives  under 
the  leadership  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  involved  in  developing  this 
plan  have  been  exceedingly  inspiring  and  profitable. 

Although  Soutli  Carolina  constitutes  a relatively  small  part  of 
the  total  Appalachian  area,  the  significance  of  the  recommendations  of 
the  report  which  pertain  to  the  development  of  the  economic  resources 
in  South  Carolina  Appalachia  are  nonetheless  significant.  The  com- 
ments wliicii  are  contained  herein  are  the  result  of  both  our  review 
of  the  Army's  Report  on  "Development  of  Water  Resources  In  Appalachia" 
and  on  tlie  Secretary  of  Che  Army's  Report  itself.  These  comments  are 
presented  in  tlie  following  two  categories: 

GENERAL 

South  Carolina  wholeheartedly  endorses  recommendations  in  the 
report  for  major  continuing  studies  and  future  studies  which  eventually 
can  provide  the  basis  of  a comprehensive  regional  water  development  in 
Appalachia.  in  particular,  it  should  be  the  objective  to  have  completed 
comprehensive  river  basin  surveys  in  eacli  of  the  major  river  basins  of 
the  region  by  198S. 

Soiitii  Carolina  recommends  that  a continuing  Federal-State  water 
resources  planning  organization  be  formed  in  Appalachia  to  replace  the 
present  Water  Development  Coordinating  Committee  for  Appalachia.  Such 
.1  Federal-St.ite  water  resources  planning  organization  should  be  respon- 
sible to  the  Regional  Commission  or  whatever  overall  Federal-State 
instrumentality  succeeds  it  under  future  legislation. 
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South  Carolina  recommends  that  Federal  grant-in-aid  assistance 
be  authorized  up  to  75  percent  of  the  total  cost  of  projects  for  up- 
grading the  quality  of  the  environment  in  Appalachia. 

South  Carolina  feels  that  to  accomplish  the  economic  and  social 
development  goals  in  Appalachia  the  amounts  of  local  cost-sharing 
required  by  applicable  statues  and  policies  should  be  reduced  to  be 
consistent  with  the  non-Federal  cost-sharing  requirements  required  in 
the  Appalachian  Regional  Development  Act  and  other  programs. 

South  Carolina  recommends  and  endorses  the  Secretary  of  Army's 
recommendation  to  advance  funds  for  ail  non-Federal  project  costs  for 
regional  development  in  Appalachia,  and  no  interest  accural  for  10  years 
with  repayment  thereafter,  with  Interest,  over  a period  of  50  years. 

South  Carolina  endorses  the  use  of  regional  development  benefits 
as  a purpose  in  project  planning. 

South  Carolina  recommends  that  costs  allocated  to  regional  ex- 
pansion benefits  be  on  a par  with  flood  protection. 

SPECIFIC  PROJECTS 


Soutli  Carolina  strongly  endorses  the  recommendations  of  both  the 
Water  Development  Report  and  the  Secretary's  Report  of  the  Clinchfield 
Reservior  in  North  and  South  Carolina. 

An  important  axis  of  growth  in  Southern  Appalachia  is  the  Inter- 
state 85  Corridor  from  Atlanta  to  Charlotte.  The  area  in  this  corridor 
ranks  second  only  to  the  Tennessee  Valley  area  of  Alabama  in  its 
recent  rates  of  economic  growth  compared  to  the  rest  of  Appalachia.  It 
is  expected  that  by  1985  the  Creenville-Spartanburg  portion  of  this 
corridor  will  develop  into  one  of  the  most  important  economic  centers 
of  the  Soutli. 

Much  of  the  manufacturing  growtli  in  the  area  lias  been  water  related. 
The  economy  was  earlier  based  on  textiles  which  in  turn  attracted  chemical 
industries  as  inputs  for  the  manufacture  of  synthetic  fibers.  Further 
diversification  is  now  occuring. 

Both  North  and  South  Carolina  have  recognized  the  crucial  importance 
of  water  supply  and  pollution  control  to  the  growth  prospects  of  the 
area  and  Appalachia  funds  are  being  used  to  develop  comprehensive  water 
supply  and  pollution  control  plans  in  the  two-state  area.  Inplementation 
of  some  of  the  plans  being  developed  for  water  supply  may  depend  upon 
transfer  from  Federally-financed  reservoirs. 

The  Clinchfield  Reservoir  would  provide  additional  water  supply  in 
tile  Broad  River  Basin  for  industrial  and  municipal  use  as  well  as  flood 
control  and  recreation.  It  is  integrally  related  to  development  plans  for 
the  area.  The  project  is  recommended  by  tlie  Secretary  of  the  Army. 
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A more  in-deptli  study  by  a private  consultant  is  now  being  completed 
for  the  South  Carolina  Appalachian  Advisory  Commission  in  the  six  South 
Carolina  Appalachian  counties.  This  study  and  accompanying  report  will 
empiiasize  the  need  for  distribution  systems  from  the  most  reliable  source 
of  water  to  meet  these  needs.  The  proposed  Ciinchfield  Reservoir  appears 
to  be  the  most  logical  source  to  meet  tliese  projected  demands  over  the 
next  30  years.  The  report  recommends  this  reservoir.  Furthermore,  we 
recommend  that  the  primary  water  distribution  system  be  included  in  this 
project  as  a project  measure  with  the  same  cost-sharing  arrangement  for 
other  Appaiacliia  projects. 

South  Carolina  recommends  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  expedite 
the  planning  and  construction  of  the  four  small  watershed  protection  and 
flood  prevention  projects  under  PL  566  which  are  required  by  the  lilghest 
priority  for  effectively  serving  the  development  of  Appalachian  Soutli 
Carolina.  Those  are  18  Mile  Creek  in  Pickens  County,  Oolenoy  Creek 
Watershed  in  Pickens  County  (adjacent  to  Appalachia  Scenic  Highway), 

North  Tyger  Watershed  in  Spartanburg  County,  and  3 and  20  Watershed  in 
;\nderson  County.  The  first  two  should  receive  expedited  planning  and 
construction.  The  last  two  require  expedited  construction  only.  These 
are  four  of  the  twelve  presently  authorized  small  watersheds  in  the  six- 
county  Appalachia  area  in  various  stages  of  planning  and  construction. 

These  four  watersheds  when  completed  will  have  quite  an  impact  on  improve- 
ment of  the  environment,  public  water  supplies  for  economic  development, 
and  providing  additional  recreation  for  the  area. 

Generally  speaking.  South  Carolina  concurs  with  all  the  recommen- 
dations of  both  tlie  Secretary  of  the  Army  ;md  tlie  Water  Development  Report. 

South  Carolina  wishes  to  congratulate  Colonel  John  C.  H.  Lee,  Jr., 
his  staff,  and  tlieir  associates  on  the  excellent  job  accomplished  on  this 
study.  We  appreciate  very  much  to  have  liad  the  opportunity  to  participate 
actively  in  the  conduct  of  this  study  and  we  hope  to  continue  tliis  role  in 
future  proceedings. 
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Mr.  Clair  P.  Guess,  Jr. 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army 

Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr,  Jordan: 

The  water  resources  development  plan  for  Appalachia  represents  a significant  new 
approach  to  federal-state  cooperation.  In  our  area,  breakthroughs  established  in 
this  present  planning  effort  should  be  seized  and  institutionalized  by  both  state  and 
federal  agencies  to  achieve  a maximum  utilization  of  water  resources. 

Specifically,  we  feel  that,  a continuing  organization  should  be  developed  with 
appropriate  staff  capabilities.  In  addition,  possible  avenues  for  acquiring  the 
necessary  funds  to  carry  out  plan  priorities  need  to  be  explored,  such  as:  Uniform 
project  requirements  across  program  lines,  creation  of  new  federal  grant-in-aid 
programs  to  implement  comprehensive  water  resource  projects,  and  revision  of 
cost  benefits  analysis  on  water  resource  projects  to  reflect  economic  growth 
strategies  and  a wider  range  of  applicable  uses. 

Furthermore,  special  consideration  should  be  given  to  increasing  the  federal  share 
of  costs  on  water  resource  projects  with  economic  development  potential  and  on 
increasing  the  federal  share  of  project  costs  in  depressed  areas.  Interest-free 
or  low-cost  loans  should  be  made  available  to  local  governments  to  allow  them  to 
meet  the  local  share  requirements  of  major  developmental  projects  which  will 
ultimately  benefit  the  entire  region  and  its  economy. 

One  item  in  the  Summary  Report,  Development  of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia, 
concerns  us  greatly.  Table  11-1,  entitled  "Priorities  for  Some  Early  Action 
Elements  within  the  Appalachian  Water  Development  Plan",  (pages  I - 11-2  and 
I - 11-3)  lists,  in  descending  order,  a series  of  priority  projects  for  each  state. 
Our  sister  states,  Alabama  and  Mississippi,  place  top  priority  on  development 
of  navigational  works  on  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  system.  Tennessee 
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has  listed  the  improvement  of  local  flood  protection  for  growth  centers  as  its  top 
priority.  The  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  was  not  mentioned  as  a priority 
within  this  report  because  its  location  is  not  in  Tennessee's  Appalachian  Region. 
However,  from  the  viewpoint  of  immediate  economic  gain  and  expanding  economic 
growth  potential,  I want  to  make  it  clear  that  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway 
is  a top  priority  project  for  App>alachian  Tennessee. 

Transportation  is  indeed  an  essential  aspect  of  economic  development  and  expansion. 

It  has  a profound  effect  in  setting  patterns  for  the  distribution  of  economic  activities. 
The  transportation  system  facilitates  commerce,  ties  resources  to  markets,  and 
cements  regions  together.  A fundamental  relationship  exists  between  the  degree  of 
economic  development  and  the  quality  of  transportation.  If  the  transit  system  facili- 
tates the  movement  of  goods  with  a high  degree  of  efficiency  and  at  low  costs,  it 
stimulates  economic  growth.  Improvements  in  transportation  systems  tend  to  channel 
growth  into  specific  locations.  The  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway,  although  physi- 
cally located  in  Alabama  and  Mississippi,  will  have  direct  and  substantial  effects,  in 
terms  of  lower  costs  for  waterborne  transportation,  on  Knoxville,  Chattanooga,  and 
the  Great  Valley  of  the  Tennessee  River.  As  an  example; 

Waterway  Miles  Saved  From  Tennessee  Cities  to  the 
Gulf  Coast  by  the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Channel 


Waterway  Miles 


F rom 
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Mobile 
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Chattanooga 

New  Orleans 

1579 

878 

501 

32% 

Tennessee  shares  with  the  States  of  Alabama  and  Mississippi  an  urgent  desire  to  see 
the  Tennessee-Tombigbee  Waterway  completed  as  rapidly  as  possible. 
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Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan,  III,  Special  Assistant 

to  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

Headquarte  rs 
Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  Z0310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  letter  of  April  7,  1970,  with  which  you 
provided  for  comment  a copy  of  the  proposed  report  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army,  together  with  other  relevant  papers,  on  the  "Develop- 
ment of  Water  Resources  in  Appalachia.  " 

The  Secretary's  proposed  report  of  study  of  the  water  resources  of  the 
Appalachian  Region  is  commendable  and  emphasizes  subjects  most 
pertinent  to  the  overall  goals  and  objectives  to  improve  and  enhance  the 
welfare  of  those  in  the  Appalachian  Region.  Our  comments  herein  will 
be  limited  to  that  portion  of  the  proposed  report  applicable  to  the  21 
counties  in  the  Virginia  portion  of  the  Appalachian  Region. 

Note  is  made  of  the  fact  that  the  recommended  plan  of  development  in- 
cludes the  following  projects  pertinent  to  and  affecting  the  Virginia 
portion  of  the  Region: 

1.  The  completion  of  flood  plain  information  studies  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  for  Potts  Creek  near  Covington,  Craig  Creek  near  Eagle 
Rock,  Cowpasture  River  near  Clifton  Forge,  and  for  Bluestone  River 
near  Bluefield. 

2.  Studies  to  be  completed  by  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  for  local 
flood  protection  for  Big  Stone  Gap  and  for  the  industrial  park  near  Duffield. 

3.  U.  :■>.  Department  of  Agriculture  upstream  watershed  projects  for: 

a.  South  Fork  Roanoke  River,  in  Floyd  and  Montgomery  Counties, 
in  the  interest  of  flood  control. 
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b.  Johns  Creek,  in  Craig  and  Giles  Counties,  in  the  interest  of 
flood  control. 

c.  Headwaters  of  Holston  River,  Bland,  Smyth,  and  Tazewell 
Counties,  in  the  interest  of  flood  control,  water  supply,  and 
rec  reation. 

d.  Upper  Bluestone  River,  in  Tazewell  County,  in  the  interest  of 
flood  control  and  water  quality  control. 

e.  Upper  Clinch  River,  upstream  from  the  Town  of  Tazewell,  in 
the  interest  of  flood  control  and  water  supply. 

f.  Tributaries  in  the  James,  Kanawha,  and  Tennessee  Basins 
located  within  the  bounds  of  national  forest  lands. 

4.  Accelerated  land  treatment  measures  under  ongoing  programs  of  the 
U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture. 

5.  Accelerated  recreation  development  by  the  National  Forest  Service 
within  the  bounds  of  national  forest  lands. 

6.  The  Hipes  multipurpose  project  which  would  be  located  in  Botetourt 
and  Craig  Counties  on  Craig  Creek  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Jefferson 
National  Forest,  the  purposes  of  which  would  include  flood  control,  water 
quality  control,  recreation,  fishery  enhancement,  and  economic  develop- 
ment. 

7.  Continuing  studies  which  affect  Virginia  to  include: 

a.  Comprehensive  survey  report  for  the  James  River  Basin. 

b.  Comprehensive  svirvey  rep<^rt  for  the  Kanawha  River  Basin. 

c.  Survey  report  for  the  Rig  Sandy  River  and  tributaries. 

d.  Water  quality  improvement  alternatives  for  the  North  F'ork 
Holston  River  near  Saltville. 

8.  Future  planning  after  the  year  1990,  for  U.  S.  Department  of 
Agri'cultvi re  vipstream  watershed  projects  in  accordance  with  the  then 
currpnt  U.S.  D.  A.  conservation  needs  inventory. 
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We  concur  generally  with  that  portion  of  the  water  resources  develop- 
ment plan  and  with  those  recommendations  found  in  the  proposed  report 
of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  which  are  pertinent  to  the  Virginia  portion 
of  the  Appalachian  Region. 

More  specifically,  we  concur  with  the  recommendation  that  the  proposed 
Hipes  Dam  and  Reservoir  project  be  authorized  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  to  provide  for  its  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance, 
contigent  upon  the  condition  that  all  phases  of  the  detailed  project  sizing, 
design,  construction,  and  reservoir  operation  conform  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Board  of  Conservation  and  Economic  Development  in  coordination 
with  other  appropriate  local  and  state  interests. 

We  concur  with  the  recommendation  for  construction  and  operation  of 
the  six  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture  upstream  watershed  projects 
for  the  purposes  as  proposed  with  the  hope  that  projects  on  Mudfork  and 
on  Brush  Fork  in  the  Bluestone  River  Watershed  are  included  in  the  early 
phase  of  implementation  of  the  plan. 

In  addition  to  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  TVA,  and  Corps  of 
Engineers'  projects  recommended  in  the  plan,  it  is  recommended  that 
study  be  made  of  the  Brushy  Mountain  Gap  Dam  site  (drainage  area 
about  60  square  miles)  on  North  Fork  Holston  River  with  a view  toward 
the  provision  of  increased  stream  flow  in  the  interest  of  improved  water 
quality  in  North  Fork  Holston  River  downstream  from  Saltville,  Virginia. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  results  of  water  resources  studies  now  under 
way,  and  yet  to  be  undertaken  by  the  water  resources  planning  agencies 
of  the  Commonwealth,  be  incorporated  in  plans  for  development  and 
management  of  the  water  resources  of  the  Virginia  portion  of  the  Appa- 
lachian Region. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


If 
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July  10,  1970 


Mr.  Robert  E.  Jordan  III 
Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Army  (Civil  Functions) 

Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.  C.  20310 

Dear  Mr.  Jordan: 

This  letter  is  in  reference  to  the  proposed  report  of 
the  Secretary  of  the  Army  on  Development  of  Water  Resources 
in  Appalachia. 

A comprehensive  study  such  as  this,  involving  not  only 
a broad  geographic  expanse  but  the  complexities  of  water 
resource  planning,  is  certainly  a major  challenge.  All 
members  of  the  study  group  are  to  be  commended  for  the  degree 
of  coordination  attained  and  the  innovative  approaches  applied. 

The  following  points  are  relative  to  the  report  and  are 
of  particular  significance.  I submit  them  to  you  for  your 
consideration . 

(a)  West  Virginia  is  approaching  economic  development 
on  a regional  basis,  and  we  are  having  success  in  this  means 
of  attack.  It  is  our  opinion  that  regional  economic  develop- 
ment should  be  a project  purpose  in  water  resource  planning 
as  proposed  in  the  studies  prepared  but  which  is  not  repre- 
sented in  the  report  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Army.  The  State 
also  favors  the  allocation  of  project  costs  to  regional  eco- 
nomic development  and/or  expansion. 

We  would  prefer  to  see  project  costs,  such  as  recreation, 
low-flow  augmentation,  industrial  and  municipal  water  supply, 
and  fish  and  wildlife,  funded  by  the  Federal  Government.  We 
think  that  such  a program  would  be  in  the  national  interest 
through  the  regional  development  of  this  area  of  the  United 
States.  At  the  same  time,  we  support  the  need  for  state  and 
local  assurances  for  related  development  activity. 
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(b)  We  concur  with  the  proposed  report  and  its  recom- 
mendation for  advance  federal  funds  for  state  and  local  shares  of 
all  eligible  project  costs  with  no  repayment  and  no  interest 
accrual  for  ten  years  and  with  repayment  thereafter,  with  in- 
terest, over  a period  of  fifty  years. 

(c)  The  State  of  West  Virginia  has  no  specific  comment 
at  this  time  on  the  small  watershed  projects  of  the  U.  S.  De- 
partment of  Agriculture  as  shown  in  Summary  Report,  Part  I, 

Page  1-77.  However,  detailed  comments  will  be  submitted  on 
individual  projects  as  the  proposals  for  construction  become 
available  for  review.  The  State  will  have  an  opportunity  to 
react  to  each  individual  project  as  a result  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Cooperation  Act.  The  clearinghouse  at  the  state 
level  is  the  Governor's  Office  of  Federal-State  Relations. 

In  addition  to  the  review  conducted  as  a result  of  the  Inter- 
governmental Cooperation  Act,  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
is  urged  to  coordinate  its  planning  with  the  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  and  the  Outdoor  Recreation  Division,  Office 
of  Federal-State  Relations. 

(d)  West  Virginia  will  require  further  detailed  study 
concerning  the  proposed  Royal  Glen  Reservoir  and  all  alterna- 
tives before  we  can  support  construction  for  the  project. 

Further  consideration  should  be  given  to  alternative  project 
formulation  by  additional  studies  of  separate  local  flood 
protection  and  recreation  projects. 

Current  data  available  for  our  review  are  not  sufficient 
to  determine  what  degree  of  protection  will  be  afforded  the 
unique  segment  of  the  Smoke  Hole  country  and  the  Smoke  Hole 
Caverns . 

(e)  The  Dry  Fork  of  the  Tug  Fork  River  of  the  Big  Sandy 
Basin  in  West  Virginia  should  be  studied  for  flood  control 
protection.  The  State  favors  this  site  over  the  proposed 
Lower  Knox  Creek  Reservoir  in  Kentucky. 

(f)  It  is  herein  recommended  that  the  proposed  Swiss 
Reservoir  on  the  Gauley  River  in  Nicholas  County  be  given 
immediate  action  for  a survey  scope  study  of  its  potential. 

This  project  can  satisfy  a significant  portion  of  the  water 
quality  needs  of  the  Lower  Kanawha  River  as  well  as  provide  rec- 
reational and  power  potential. 
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(g)  An  acid  mine  drainage  abatement  program  in  West 
Virginia  should  be  developed,  particularly  in  regard  to 
abandoned  mines.  It  is  recommended  that  the  Corps  of  Engi- 
neers be  authorized  to  undertake  a program  for  abatement  of 
acid  mine  drainage  in  the  state,  especially  in  the  Monongahela 
and  Potomac  River  basins. 

In  conclusion,  we  think  that  this  study  may  well  serve 
as  a model  to  the  nation  in  demonstrating  innovations  in 
water  resource  development.  We  are  very  much  in  favor  of 
a continuing  federal-state  coordination  on  water  resource 
planning  in  the  other  significant  functional  areas  of  govern- 
ment . 


Sincerely , 


Arch  A . Moore , 
Governor 


AAMJr :mb 
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